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First, never sacrifice character to the 

spurious cult of popularity. It is :far better 
to be respected than to 'be popular, whatever 
that loose word means. Have the courage of 
your convictions; speak out, not in anger 
or contentiously but :from conviction, when 
you know you should; don't compromise and 
don't accommodate to what your heart tells 
you is wrong; 1:f a :friend was drowning, would 
you stop to think about getting your clothes 
soaked? Of course not. Your instinct would 
send you into the water in a second. Then 
let your instinct lead you in moral decisions; 
the inconvenience, the trouble, or the un
popularity your decision might bring you 
will be fleeting; the solid satisfaction of ad
hering to principle will remain and strength
en you. Do not fear to be a nonconformist; 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 19, 1963 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
and was called to -order by the Vice 
President. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Our Father, God, in whose merciful, 
yet just hands is the destiny of Thy 
children, and whose final appraisals we, 
who see but through a glass darkly, 
cannot discern clearly, help us to live 
and act as if each new day were to be 
the last with which we would be en
trusted with the stewardship of life, 
knowing that-

The busy tribes of flesh and blood 
With all their cares and fears, 

Are carried downward by the flood 
And lost in following years. 

Yet, as life on this brief earth stage 
is granted us, save us from living on a 
small scale 1n a great day, and from 
toying with the tiny when we ought to 
be lured by the titanic. 

In tempestuous days, in the midst of 
flaming national agitations, grant us the 
calm wisdom that will perpetuate for all 
the future the vision of unity in diversity, 
which is the pulsing heart of free gov
ernment. 

Even amid the fierce fires of national 
and global contention and division, may 
all barriers to brotherhood be burned 
away, as we-as citizens of one common
wealth- -ehoose for the ruling passion of 
our hearts to do justly, to love mercy. 
and to walk humbly with Thee, our God. 

In the dear Redeemer's name we ask 
it. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
June 17, 1963, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his .secretaries. 

i:f all. of us were conformists we would stiU be 
living in caves .back in the dim, Jurassic 
dawn. H t .he boat needs rocking, rock it. 
Set yourself a goal and work toward it un
swervingly.; work without a goal is only 
pointless drudgery; with a goal it is a thrill
ing challenge. And above all, keep in mind 
the lesson learned by Abraham Lincoln in 
his encounter with the woman in the lane
you can alw.ays do something in any situa
tion that faces you in life-so do it. To close, 
I should like to leave you with what, to me, 
is one of the most inspiring credos I have 
ever heard. It was written by Mr. Dean 
Alfange, who calls it, and .I quote, "My 
Creed." It is also mine, and I hope it will 
be yours. I quote: 

"I do not choose to be a common man. It 
is my right to be uncommon, if I can. I seek 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced ·that the 
House had agreed to the following con
current resolutions: 

S. Con. Res. 30. Concurrent resolution to 
reprint copies of the committee print, 
87th Congress, entitled "Part 1 of Concentra
tion Ratios in Manufacturing Industry, 
1958"; 

S. Con. Res. 32. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing for the use of the 
Senate Select Committee on Small Business 
of its hearing of the 87th Congress on "Space 
Satellite Communications"; 

S. Con. Res. 3.5. Concurrent 11esolution au
thorizing the printing of additional -copies of 
part 1 of the hearings of the Joint Economic 
Committee on the January 1963 Economic 
Report of the President; 
. S. Con. Res. 37. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing for the use of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary of addi
tional copies of a report and hearings on 
"State Department Security" issued by its 
Internal Security Subcommittee during the 
87th Congress; and 

s. Con.. Res. 43. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies.o:f 
part 1 and part 2 of the 1963 hearings of the 
Joint Committee on AtGmic Energy on the 
"Development, Growth, and State of the 
Atomic Energy Industry~" 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills and 
joint resolution. in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 75. An act to provide for exceptions 
to the rules of navigation in certain cases; 

H.R. 3517. An act to amend the Retired 
Federal Employees Health Benefits Act with 
respect to Government contribution for ex
penses incurred in the administration of such 
act; 

H.R. 4157. An act to enact part II of the 
District of Columbia Code, entitled "Judici
ary and Judicial Procedure," codifying the 
general and permanent laws relating to the 
judiciary and judicial procedure of the Dis
trict of Columbia; 

H.R. 5377. An act to amend the Civil Serv
ice Retirement Act in order to correct an 
inequity in the application of such act to. 
the Architect of the Capitol and the .em
ployees of the Architect of the Capitol, and 
for other purposes; ' 

H.R. 5932. An act to amend the Federal 
Employees Health Benefits Act of 1959 so as. 
to authorize certain teachers employed by 
the Board o! Education of .the District of 
Columbia to participate in a health· benefits 
plan established pursuant to such act and 
to amend the Federal Employees" Group Life 

opportunity, not security. I do not · wish to 
be a kept citizen, humbled and dull~lif py. 
havi.Q.g the state look after me. I want to 
take the calculated risk; to dream and to 
build, to fail and succeed. I refuse to barter 
incentive :for a dole. I prefer the challenges 
of life to the guaranteed existence; the thrill 
of :fulfillment to the state calm of utopia. I 
will not trade freedom for beneficence, nor 
my dignity for a handout. I will never 
cower before any master, nor bend to any 
threat. It is my heritage to stand erect, 
proud and unafraid; to think and act for my
self, enjoy the benefit of my creations, and 
to face the world boldly and to say, this I 
have done. All this is what it 'means to be 
an American." 

Thank you. 

l;nsurance Act of 1954 so as to extend insur
ance cov.erage to such teachers; 

H.R. 7063. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of State, Justice, and 
Commerce, the Judiciary, and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, 
and for other purposes; and 
· H.J. Res.467. Joint resolution amending 
section 221 of the National Housing Act to 
extend for 2 years the broadened eligibility 
presently provided for mortgage insurance 
thereunder. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the following 
concurrent resolutions, in which it re
quested the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. C<>n. Res. 161. Concurrent resolution 
providing for additional copies of House 
Document No. '336. 86th Congress, 2d session, 
entitled "Facts on Communism-Volume I, 
the Communist Ideology"; and House Docu
~ent No. 139, 87th Congress, 1st session, en-_ 
titled "Facts on Communism-Volume II, the 
Soviet Union, From Lenin to Khrushchev"; 

H. Con. Res.162. Concurrent resolution 
providing for additional .copies of House Re-· 
port No. 2559, 87th Congress, 2d session;· · 

H. Con. Res. 163. Concurrent r.esolution· 
providing :for additional copies of the publi
cations entitled "Communist Outlets for the 
Distribution of Soviet Propaganda in the 
United States, Parts 1 and 2"; and 

H. Con. Res.164. Concurrent resolution 
providing for additional copies of the publi
cations entitled "U.S. Communist Party As
sistance to Foreign Communist Governments 
{Medical Aid to Cuba Committee and Friends 
c:>f British Guiana), Parts 1 and 2." 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 

S. 74. An act for the relief of certain aliens; 
H.R. 2821. An act to authorize modifica

tion ot the repayment contract with the· 
Grand Valley Water Users' Association; and 

H .R. 6441. An act to amend Public Law 
86-272, as amended, with respect to the re
porting date. 

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU
TION REFERRED 

The following bills and joint resolu
tion were severally read twice by their 
titles and r·eferred as indicated: 
· H.R. 75. An act to provide for exceptions 
to the rules of na-vigation in certain cases; 
to the Committee on Commerce. 
· ·H.R. 8517. An act to amend the Retl.red· 

Federal Employees Health Beneftta Act with 
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respect to Government contribution for ex
penses incurred in the administration of 
such a.ct; 

H.R. 5377. An act to amend the Civil Serv
ice Retirement Act in order to correct an in
equity in the application of such act to the 
Architect of the Capitol and the employees· 
of the Architect of the Capitol, and-for other 
purposes; and · 

H.R. 5932. An act to amend the Federal 
Employees Health Benefits Act of 1959 so 
as to authorize certain teachers employed 
by the Board of Education of the District 
of Columbia. to participate in a health bene
fits plan established pursuant to such act 
and to amend the Federal Employees' Group 
Life Insurance Act of 1954 so as to ex
tend insurance· coverage to such teachers; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

H.R. 4157. An act to enact part II of the 
District of Columbia Code, entitled "Judi
ciary and Judicial Procedure," codifying the 
general and permanent laws relating to the 
judiciary and judicial procedure of the 
District of Columbia; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7063. An act making appropriations 
for the Departments of State, Justice, and 
Commerce, the judiciary, and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

H.J. Res. 467. Joint resolution amending 
section 221 of the National Housing Act to 
extend for 2 years the broadened eligibility 
presently provided for mortgage insurance 
thereunder; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TIONS REFERRED 

The following concurrent resolutions 
were referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

H. CoN. RES. 161 
Concurrent resolution providing for addi

tional copies of House Document 336, 86th 
Congress, 2d session, entitled "Facts on 
Communism-Volume I, the Communist 
Idelogy"; and House Document 139, 87th 
Congress, 1st session, entitled "Facts on 
Communism-Volume II, the Soviet Union, 
From Lenin to Khrushchev" 
Resolved by the House of Representatives 

(the Senate concurring), That there be 
printed for the use of the Committee on 
Un-American Activities twenty thousand ad
ditional copies each of House Document 
Numbered 336, Eighty-sixth Congress, second 
session, entitled ''Facts on Communism
Volume I, The Communist Ideology"; and 
House Document Numbered 139, Eighty
seventh Congress. first session, entitled 
"Facts on Comuiunism-Volume II, The 
Soviet Union, From. Lenin to Khrushchev". 

H. CON. RES. 162 
Concurrent resolution providing for addi

tional copies of House Report No. 2559, 
87th Congress, 2d session 
Resolved by the House of Representatives 

(the Senate concurring), ·That there be 
printed for the use of the Commlttee on Un
American Actlvlties ten thousand additlonal 
copies of House Report Numbered 2559, 
Eighty-seventh COngress, second session, en
titled "Annual Report for the Year 1961:' 

H. CON. RES. 163 
Concurrent resolution providing for addi

tional copies of the publications entitled 
"Communist Outlets for the Distribution 
of Soviet Propaganda: in the United States, 
Parts 1 and 2" 
BMoZved. by the House of Representatives 

(the Senate concurring), That there be 
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printed for the use of the Committee on Un
American Actlvlties ten thousand additional 
copies each of the publications entitled 
"Communist Outlets for the Distribution of 
Soviet Propaganda in the United States, 
Parts 1 and 2", Eighty-seventh Congress, 
second session. 

H. CoN. REs. 164 
Concurrent resolution providing for addi

tional copies of the publications entitled 
"U.S. Communist Party Assistance to For
eign Communist Governments (Medical 
Aid to Cuba Committee and Friends of 
British Guiana), Parts 1 and 2" 
Resolved by the House of Representatives 

(the Senate concurring), That there be 
printed for the use of the Committee on Un
American Activlties six thousand additional 
copies each of the publications entitled "U.S. 
Communist Party Assistance to Foreign 
Communist Governments (Medical Aid to 
Cuba Committee and FriendS of British 
Guiana), Parts 1 and 2," Eighty-seventh 
Congress, second session. 

LIMITATION OF STATEMENTS DUR
ING MORNING HOUR 

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, statements during 
the morning hour were ordered limited 
to 3 minutes. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Water and Air 
Pollution Subcommittee of the Public 
Works Committee was authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
today. 

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SESSION OF THE SENATE 

On request of Mr. HuMPHREY, and by 
unanimous consent, the Security Sub
committee of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency was authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate today. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of executive business, to con
sider the new reports on the Executive 
Calendar. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting several 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 

The following favorable report of nom
. inations was submitted: 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce: 

Donald C. Greenman, and sundry other 
persons, for appointment in the U.S. Coast 
Guard. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 
no further reports of committees, the new 
reports on the Executive Calendar will be 
stated. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun

dry nominations in the Public Health 
Service which had been placed on the 
Secretary's desk. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that these nomi
nations be considered en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nominations will be con
sidered en bloc; and, without objection, 
they are confirmed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of these nominations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume the con
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. CURTIS, and 

Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

was seeking recognition. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 

did not hear the Senator from Montana. 
The Senator from Montana is recog

nized. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

introduce, and send to the desk, a bill 
which has been proposed by the Presi
dent of the United States, dealing with 
one of the most compelling questions 
now facing the United States. This is 
the question of whether all our citizens, 
regardless of the color they may have 
been born with, shall have an equal 
chance to participate in the responsibili
ties and opportunities of our Nation. 

Mr. President, on behalf of the distin
guished Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON], I introduce, for appropriate 
reference, a bill designed to eliminate 
discrimination in places of public accom
modation. This is one aspect of the total 
legislative problem with which the Presi
dent's message deals. The bill covers 
a particularly diftlcult problem in an area 
much in need of adjustment. 

It is my hope that the bill will be re
ferred to the committee of which the 
distinguished Senator from Washington 
is chairman. I am confident it will there 
receive the careful examination and con
sideration which this new and complex 
area requires. 

It is my intention later this afternoon, 
together with the distinguished minority 
·leader, to submit to the Senate an addi
tional bill which will cover a great many 
of the legislative questions involved in 
the present issue, and on which we are 
in accord. 

Our Nation was built on the ideal that 
each individual, if given the opportunity 
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to develop those gifts that God has given 
him to the fullest extent possible, would 
make the greatest contribution in return 
to both himself and his society as well. 
Upon this principle we have developed 
the greatest nation the world has ever 
seen. But we have not in all cases kept 
true to this ideal; and the time has come 
when those to whom we have denied it 
ask to be included. This is all they 
seek-elemental things, like a chance to 
go to school and vote, which the rest of 
us have enjoyed without a moment's 
thought. What they wish is only that 
which other Americans have always had. 

In the last weeks, many people 
throughout the country have willingly 
begun what is always a painful process 
of change. They have recognized their 
obligation to resolve this question in 
those ways of which they are capable. 
Shortly, it will be our time here. We do 
not fool ourselves that it will be easy; 
but with the honest support of all those 
Members in this great body who truly 
believe that men are born free and that 
freedom was meant for all our people, 
we will pass a law which will advance 
this end. 

Let me say that those men who agree 
on this end will have to bring their dis
agreement on means to a common point 
of view. Democrats, Republicans, lib
eral, moderate or conservative, we must 
respect the right of others to honestly 
defend their opinion. But if we are to 
bring this matter to a successful finish, 
we must be willing to exercise the most 
demanding qualities of the legislative 
process. 

We will work and wrestle with each 
suggestion for improvement, in commit
tee and on the floor. But if those who 
agree that something must be done do 
not, at the final moment, agree on some
thing that can be done, there will be no 
bill. Those who then say the bill did 
not go far enough or went too far will 
do their cause and the Nation they serve 
and this institution in which they serve 
a great disservice. 

It is in the attempt to approach this 
agreement on means that Senator 
DIRKSEN and I have worked together, 
in consultation with the President of 
the United States, on this bill. 

We are not in accord on every point, 
such as the provisions dealing with pub
lic accommodations; but we are still 
constantly working toward agreement. 
Some approach-and we are greatly in
debted to Senator AIKEN for his concise 
statement of the problem-will, I pre
dict, eventually be reached. 

These bills will now be referred to the 
appropriate committees. It is my 
hope-and I now appeal to the chairmen 
concerned and all Senators-to give 
these measures their immediate and 
closest attention, so that we may begin 
debate on the floor at the earliest pos
sible time. 

In the days ahead, two great ques
tions will be decided. The first I have 
already mentioned: it is simply whether 
American freedom and ideals are meant 
to be for all our people. The second 
question will be whether our free and 
balanced Government is capable of 
bringing to conclusion this issue which 

so divides us. I am hopeful that the 
answer of the Senate to both of them 
will be "Yes." 

Mr. President, I ask that the two 
bills now introduced and the one to be 
introduced later this afternoon be held 
at the desk until the conclusion of busi
ness on Monday next, for the purpose 
of giving an opportunity to all Senators 
who may desire to do so to join in spon
soring them. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, on 
the same subject--

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
does not understand the request of the 
Senator from Montana. Will he re
phrase his request, so the Chair can 
understand to which bill he refers? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, Mr. Presi
dent, the bill having to do with title II 
only-the public accommodations bill
and the administration's bill, both of 
which are at the desk. I ask that they 
and the bill which the distinguished 
minority leader, Mr. DIRKSEN, and I 
will introduce later this afternoon be 
held at the desk until the conclusion 
of business on Monday next, for the 
pw·pose of allowing other Senators who 
may desire to do so to join in sponsor
ing them. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
believe that the majority leader, at the 
beginning of his statement, asked that 
a bill be referred to a particular com
mittee. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; I asked that 
it be referred to the appropriate com
mittee. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thought the Sen
ator made the statement that one of 
the bills should be referred to the com
mittee headed by the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I expressed the 
hope that it would be so referred. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The question I 
raise refers to that statement. There 
is a statute which provides what com
mittees shall handle certain proposed 
legislation. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I am only asking 
that the law be carried out, and that 
no special or preferential treatment be 
started in the Senate in regard to the 
referral of bills. If it is, we shall have 
trouble in the future in regard to other 
subjects. I ask that the rules be strictly 
carried out in regard to the introduction 
of any bills. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
in wholehearted accord with what the 
distinguished senior Senator from South 
Carolina has said. For the edification of 
the Senate, I repeat the particular para
graph of my statement to which the Sen
ator has referred: 

It is my hope that it will be referred to the 
committee of which the distinguished Sen
ator from Washington is chairman. 

I did not ask that the bill be referred 
to that particular committee; I am hope
ful that it will be so referred. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the request of the Senator from 

Montana? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President-
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 

Senator from Illinois wish the Senator 
from Montana to yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. No; I seek recognition 
in my own right. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Has the Sen
ator from Montana concluded? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

from Illinois is recognized. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, first I 

should like to express my appreciation 
for the restraint which the majority 
leader has exercised over a considerable 
period of time with respect to the highly 
emotional subject of civil rights. Nu
merous conferences have been held at 
the White House. There have been party 
conferences on both sides of the aisle. 
We are aware of the sharp diversity of 
opinion with respect to the whole sub
ject matter. The approach now taken 
will give every Senator an opportunity to 
manifest not only his interest, but what 
he proposes to do about its disposition. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President-
Mr. DIRKSEN. I would appreciate it 

if the Senator would permit me to con
clude my statement. 

We refer to the administration bill as 
"the package bill." It contains eight 
titles. 

The first title of the bill deals with 
voting. It includes a presumption of 
literacy on the basis of a sixth grade 
certificate. 

The second title is the highly contro
versial title dealing with accommoda
tions and public services. It has been 
modified somewhat from the original 
draft, which is the one that I could not 
accept-first, because I do not believe it 
would be enforcible; second, I think it 
would contravene the Constitution and 
would be an invasion of a private right. 

The third title deals with desegrega
tion of schools. It provides for loans 
and grants as well as special training. 

The fourth title deals with the setup 
of a community relations service in the 
Office of the President. 

The fifth title would extend the Civil 
Rights Commission until December 1967 
and would spell out some of its procedure 
in the statute. 

The sixth title is a negative approach 
with respect to facilities and projects in 
which Federal funds would be used. Of 
course, it deals with segregation, dis
crimination and the interpretation 
which is to be placed upon them. 

The seventh title is the so-called 
equality-of-job-opportunity title, pres
ently covered by the President's Com
mission, of which the distinguished Vice 
President is now the Chairman. It has 
no statutory authority. It was created 
by Executive order and, of course, it 
must get its funds by assessing the ap
propriate agencies and departments of 
Government. 

The eighth title deals with appropria
tions. 

What is now before the Senate and will 
be before the committees in due course 
is the entire package containing eight 
titles. There will be another bill which 



1963 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 11077· 
will be introduced this afternoon, $rom 
which the highly controversial title rr 
has been deleted. 

Finally, there will be a separate bill 
which will deal entirely with title II and 
nothing more. 

I believe everyone appreciates that 
the problem is a national one. As a 
party leader, I try to remember that I 
have some obligation to fulfill the 
pledges that my party made to the coun
try in its platform of 1960. I have an 
obligation to my party members, and I 
try to see it as objectively as possible. 

The bills will be at the desk until the 
end of business on Monday, and Sena
tors who care to join in cosponsorship 
can do so. I do not believe a more ex
tended statement is necesss.ry at this 
time. Certainly there will be hearings, 
and those hearings will be thorough on 
every part of the program before it 
finally comes to the Senate for action. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Illinois yield, and if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. CASE. As a matter of informa
tion, will the Senator advise whether 
the so-called package of bills contains 
what is commonly called proposed FEPC 
legislation? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. No. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I believe that if 

the Senator will read the President's 
message with reference to suqh proposed 
legislation which has already been intro~ 
duced, he will see that the President ex
pressed his hope that it will be given 
serious consideration. 

Mr. CASE. I have read the Presi
dent's message. As the Senator said, the 
President indicates that he favors pend
i~g proposed legislation which a number 
of us have introduced, but it is nQt in
cluded in the package which he has 
presented. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
wonder if it would be in order at- this 
time to ask that the bill lie on the desk 
and that Senators be notified, say, 1 day 
before the bill is referred to the com
mittee to which it is to be referred. The 
reason I make that suggestion is that 
heretofore such measures have been re
ferred to the Judiciary Committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Did the 
Senator from Montana ask unanimous 
consent that the bills remain at the desk 
and not be referred until next Mon
day? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; I did not. I 
asked that the bills be referred to the ap
propriate committees. 

At this time I ask unanimous con
sent that the bills be printed, and that 
they also be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. • 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I have no objection. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bills 

will be received and appropriately re
'ferred; and, without objection, the bills 
will be printed in the REcoRD, and will be 

held at the desk, as requested by the 
Senator from Montana. . 

The bill (S. 1731) to enforce the con
stitutional right of vote, to confer juris
diction upon the district courts of the 
United States to provide injunctive re
lief against discrimination in public ac
commodations, to authorize the Attorney 
General to institute suits to protect con
stitutional rights in education, to estab
lish a Community Relations Service, to 
extend for 4 years the Commission on 
Civil Rights, to prevent discrimination 
in federally assisted programs, to estab
lish a Commission on Equal Employment 
Opportunity, and for other purposes, in
troduced by Mr. MANSFIELD, was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary and 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Civil Rights Act 
of 1963." 

SEC. 2. (a) Discrimination by reason of 
race, color, religion, or national origin is in.: 
compatible with the concepts of liberty ·and 
equality to which the Government of the 
United States is dedicated. In recent years 
substantial steps have been taken toward 
eliminating such discrimination throughout 
the Nation. Nevertheless, many citizens of 
the United States, solely- because of their 
race, color, or national origin, are denied 
rights and privileges accorded to other citi
zens and. thereby subjected to inconven
iences, humiliations, and hardships. SUch 
discrimination impairs the general welfare of 
the United States by preventing the fullest 
development of the capabilities of the whole 
citizenry and by limiting participation in 
the economic, political, and cultural life of 
the Nation. 

(b) It is hereby declared to be the policy 
of this Act to promote the general welfare 
by eliminating discrimination based on race, 
color, religion, or national origin in voting, 
education, and public accommodations 
through the exercise by Congress of the 
powers conferred upon it to ·regulate the 
manner of holding Federal elections, to en
force the provisions of th_e fourteenth and 
fifteenth amendments, to regulate commerce 
among the several States, and to make laws 
necessary and proper to execute the powers 
conferred upon it by the Constitution. 

(c) It is aiso desirable that disputes or 
disagreements arising in any community 
from th.e discriminatory treatment of indi
viduals for reasons of race. color, or national 
origin shall be resolved on a voluntary basis, 
without hostillty or litigation. Accordingly, 
it is· the further purpose of this Act to pro
mote this end by providing machinerY' for 
the voluntary settlement of such disputes 
and disagreements. 

TITLE I-VOTING RIGHTS 

SEC. 101. Section 2004 of the Revised Stat
utes (42 U.S.C. 1971), as amended by section 
131 of the Civil Rights Act of 1957 (71 Stat. 
637). and as further amended. by section 601 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 90), 
is further amended as follows: 

(a) Insert "1" after "(a)" in subsection 
(a) and add at the end of subsection (a) 
the following new paragraphs: 

"(2) No person acting under color of law 
shall-

" (A) in determining whether any individ
ual is qualified under State law to vote in 
any Federal election apply any standard, 
practice, or procedure different from the 
standards, practices, or procedures applied 
to individuals similarly situated who have 
been found by State officials to be qualified 
to vote. 

"(B) deny the right of any individual to 
vote in any Federal election because of an 
error or omission of such individual on any 
record or paper relating to. any application, 
registration, payment of poll tax, or other 
act requisite to voting. if such error or omis
sion is not material in determining whether 
such individual is qualified under State law 
to vote iri such election; or 

"(C) employ any literacy test as a qualifi
cation for voting in any Federal election 
unless ( i) such test is administered to each 
individual wholly in writing and (ii) a certi
fied copy of the test and of the answers given 
by the individual is furnished to him within 
twenty-five days of the submission of his 
written request made within the period of 
time during which records and papers are 
required to be retained and preserved pur
suant to title III of the Civil Rights Act of 
1960 (42 U.S.C. 1974-74e; 74 Stat. 88). 

"(3) For purposes of this subsection
"(A) the term 'vote' shall have the same 

meaning as in subsection (e) of this section; 
"(B) the words 'Federal election' shall 

have the same meaning as in subsection (f) 
of this section; and 

"(C) the phrase 'literacy test' includes any 
test of the ability to read, write, under
stand, or interpret any matter." 

(b) Insert immediately following the pe
riod at the end of the first sentence o! sub
section (c) the following new sentence: "I! 
in any such proceeding literacy is a relevant-' 
fact it shall be presumed that any person 
who has not been adjudged an incompetent 
and who has completed the sixth grade in a 
public school in, or a private school accred
ited by, any State or territory or the District 
of Columbia where instruction is carried on 
predominantly in the English language, pos
sesses sufficient literacy, comprehension, and 
intelligence to vote in any Federal election 
as defined in subsection (f) of this section.'~ 

(c) Add the following subsection "(f)" 
and designate the pres.ent subsection "(f)" 
as subsection "(g) ": · 

"(f) Whenever in any proceeding insti
tuted pursuant to subsection (c) the com
plaint requests a finding of a pattern or prac
tice pursuant to subsection (e) , and such 
complaint, or a motion filed within twenty 
days after the effective date of this Act in the 
case of any proceeding which is pending be
fore a district court on such effective date, 
(1) is signed by the Attorney General (or in 
his absence the Acting Attorney General), 
and (2) alleges that in the affected area 
fewer than 15 per centum of the total num
ber of voting age persons of the same race 
as the persons alleged in the complaint to 
have been discriminated against are regis
tered (or otherwise recorded as ' qualified to 
vote). any person resident within the affected 
area who is of the same race as the persons 
alleged to have been discriminated against 
shall be entitled, upon his application there
for, to an order declaring him qualified to 
vote, upon proof that at any election. or 
elections ( 1) he is qualified under State law 
to vote, and (2) he has since the filing of 
the proceeding under subsection (c) been 
(A) deprived of or denied under color of 
law the opportunity to register to vote or 
otherwise to qualify to vote, or (B) found 
not qualified to vote by any person acting 
under color of law. Such order shall be 
effective as to any Federal or State election 
held within the longest period for which 
such applicant could have been registered 
or otherwise qualified under State law at 
which the applicant's qualifications would 
under State law entitle him to vote: Pro
vided, That in the event it is determined 
upon final disposition of the proceeding, in
cluding any review, that no pattern or prac
tice of deprivation of any right secured by 
subsection (a) exists, the order shall there
after no longer qualify the applicant to vote 
in any subsequent election. 
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"Notwithstanding any inconsistent pro

vision of State law or the action of any State 
offi.cer or court, an applicant so declared qual
ified to vote shall be permitted to vote as 
provided herein. The Attorney General shall 
cause to be transmitted certified copies of 
any order declaring a person qualified to vote 
to the appropriate election offi.cers. The re
fusal by any such offi.cer with notice of such 
order to permit any person so qualified to 
vote at an appropriate election shall consti
tute contempt of court. 

"An application for an order pursuant to 
this subsection shall be heard within ten 
days, and the execution of any order dispos
ing of such application shall not be stayed if 
the effect of such stay would be to delay the 
effectiveness of th~ order beyond the date 
of any election at which the applicant would 
otherwise be enabled to vote. 

'The court may appoint one or more per
sons, to be known as temporary voting ref
erees, to receive applications pursuant to 
this subsection and to take evidence and re
port to the court findings as to whether at 
any election or elections ( 1) any applicant 
entitled under this subsection to apply for 
an order declaring him qualified to vote is 
qualified under State law to vote, and (2) he 
has since the filing of the proceeding under 
subsection (c) been (A) deprived of or de
nied under color of law the opportunity to 
register to vote or otherwise to qualify to 
vote, or (B) found not qualified to vote by 
any person acting under color of law. The 
procedure for processing applications under 
this subsection and for the entry of orders 
shall be the same as that provided for in the 
fourth and fifth paragraphs of subsection 
(e). 

"In appointing a temporary voting referee 
the court shall make its selection from a 
panel provided by the Judicial Conference 
of the circuit. Any temporary voting referee 
shall be a resident and a qual~fled voter of 
the State in which he is to serve. He shall 
subscribe to the oath of offi.ce required by 
section 1757 of the Revised Statutes (5 U.S.C. 
16), and shall to the extent not inconsistent 
herewith have all the powers conferred upon 
a master by rule 53 (c) of the Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure. The compensation to be 
allowed any persons appointed by the district 
court pursuant to this subsection shall be 
fixed by the court and shall be payable by 
the United States. In the event that the 
district court shall appoint a retired offi.cer or 
employee of the United States to serve as a 
temporary voting referee, such officer or em
ployee shall continue to receive, in addition 
to any compensation for services rendered 
pursuant to this subsection, all retirement 
benefits to which he may otherwise be 
entitled. 

"The court or temporary voting referee 
shall entertain applications and the court 
shall issue orders pursuant to this subsection 
until final disposition of the proceeding un
der subsection (c), including any review, or 
until the finding of a pattern or practice 
pursuant to subsection (e) , whichever shall 
first occur. Applications pursuant to this 
subsection shall be determined expeditiously, 
and this subsection shall in no way be con
strued as a limitation upon the existing 
powers of the court. 

"When used in this subsection, the words 
'Federal election' shall mean any general, 
special, or primary election held solely or 
in part for the purpose of electing or se
lecting any candidate for the offi.ce of Presi
dent, Vice President, presidential elector, 
Member of the Senate, or Member of the 
House of Representatives; the words 'State 
election' shall mean any other general, spe
cial, or primary election held solely or in 
part for the purpose of electing or selecting 
any candidate for public offi.ce; the words 
·'affected area' shall mean that county, parish, 
or similar subdivision of the State in which 
the laws of the State relating to voting are 

or have been administered by a person who 
is a defendant in the proceeding instituted 
under subsection (c) ori the date the orig
inal complaint is filed; and the words 'voting 
age persons' shall mean those persons who 
meet the age requirements of State law for 
voting." 

(d) Add the following subsection "(h)": 
"(h) In any civil action brought in any 

district court of the United States under 
this section or title lli of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1960 (42 u.s.c. 1974-74e; 74 Stat. 88) 
wherein the United States or the Attorney 
General is plaintiff, it shall be the duty of 
the chief judge of the district (or in his 
absence, the acting chief judge) in which the 
case is pending immediately to designate a 
judge in such district to hear and determine 
the case. In the event that no judge in the 
district is available to hear and determine 
the case, the chief judge of the district, or 
the acting chief judge, as the case may be, 
shall certify this fact to the chief judge of 
the circuit (or in his absence, the acting 
chief judge) who shall then designate a dis
trict or circuit judge of the circuit to hear 
and determine the case. 

"It shall be the duty of the judge desig
nated pursuant to this section to assign the 
case for hearing at the earliest practicable 
date and to cause the case to be in every 
way expedited." 
TITLE II-INJUNCTIVE RELIEF AGAINST DISCRIM

INATION IN PUBLIC ACCOMMODATIONS 

Findings 
SEC. 201. (a) The American people have be

come increasingly mobile during the last 
generation, and millions of American citizens 
travel each year from State to State by rail, 
air, bus, automobile, and other means. A 
substantial number of such travelers are 
members of minority racial and religious 
groups. These citizens, particularly Negroes, 
are subjected in many places to discrimina
tion and segregation, and they are frequent
ly unable to obtain the goods and services 
available to other interstate travelers. 

(b) Negroes and members of other minor
ity groups who travel interstate are fre
quently unable to obtain adequate lodging 
accommodations during their travels, with 
the result that they may be compelled to 
stay at hotels or motels of poor and inferior 
quality, travel great distances from their 
normal routes to find adequate accommo
dations, or make detailed arrangements for 
lodging far in advance of scheduled inter
state travel. 

(c) Negroes and members of other minor
ity groups who travel interstate are fre
quently unable to obtain adequate food serv
ice at convenient places along their routes, 
with the result that many are dissuaded 
from traveling interstate, while others must 
travel considerable distances from their in
tended routes in order to obtain adequate 
food service. 

(d) Goods, services, and persons in the 
amusement and entertainment industries 
commonly move in interstate commerce, and 
the entire American people benefit from the 
increased cultural and recreational oppor
tunities afforded thereby. Practices of 
audience discrimination and segregation 
artificially restrict the number of persons to 
whom the interstate amusement and enter
tainment industries may offer their goods 
and services. The burdens imposed on in
terstate commerce by such practices and the 
obstructions to the free flow of commerce 
which result therefrom are serious and sub
stantial. 

(e) Retail establishments in all States of 
the Union purcha~e a wide variety and a 
large volume of goods from business concerns 
located in other States and in foreign 
nations. Discriminatory practices in such 
establishments, which in some instances 
have led to the withholding of patronage by 
those affected by such practices, inhibit and 

restrict the normal dist~ibution of goods in 
the interstate market. 

(f) Fraternal, religious, scientific, and 
other organizations engaged in interstate 
operations are frequently dissuaded from 
holding conventions in cities which they 
would otherwise select because the public 
facilities in such cities are either not open to 
all members of racial or religious minority 
groups or are available only on a segregated 
basis. 

(g) Business organizations are frequently 
hampered in obtaining the services of skilled 
workers and persons in the professions who 
are likely to encounter discrimination based 
on race, creed, color, or national origin in 
restaurants, retail stores, and places of 
amusement in the area where their services 
are needed. Business organizations which 
seek to avoid subjecting their employees to 
such discrimination and to avoid the strife 
resulting therefrom are restricted in the 
choice of location for their offi.ces and plants. 
Such discrimination thus reduces the mobil
ity of the national labor force and prevents 
the most effective allocation of national re
sources, including the interstate movement 
of industries, particularly in some of the 
areas of the Nation most in need of indus
trial and commercial expansion and develop-
ment. · 

(h) The discriminatory practices de
scribed above are in all cases encouraged, 
fostered, or tolerated in some degree by the 
governmental authorities of the States in 

. which they occur, which license or protect 
the businesses involved by means of laws 
and ordinances and the activities of their 
executive and judicial offi.cers. Such dis
criminatory practices, particularly when 
their cumulative effect throughout the Na
tion is considered, take on the character 
of action by the States and therefore fall 
within the ambit of the Equal Protection 
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States. 

(i) The burdens on and obstructions to 
commerce which are described above can 
best be removed by invoking the powers of 
Congress under the Fourtheenth Amend
ment and the Commerce Clause of the Con
stitution of the United States to prohibit 
discrimination based on race, color, religion, 
or national origin in certain public estab
lishments. 
Right to nondiscrimination in places of 

public accommodation 
SEC. 202. (a) All persons shall be entitled, 

without discrimination or segregation on 
account of race, color, religion, or national 
origin, to the full and equal enjoyment of 
the goods, services, facilities, privileges, ad
vantages and accommodations of the follow
ing public establishments: 

(1) any hotel, motel, or other public place 
engaged in furnishing lodging to transient 
guests, including guests from othe1 States or 
traveling in interstate commerce; 

(2) any motion picture house, theater, 
sports arena, stadium, exhibition hall, or 
other public place of amusement or enter
tainment which customarily presents motion 
pictures, performing groups, athletic teams, 
exhibitions, or other sources of entertain
ment which move in interstate commerce; 
and 

(3) any retail shop, department ·store, 
market, drug store, gasoline station, or other 
public place which keeps goods for sale, any 
restaurant, lunch room, lunch counter, soda 
fountain, or other public place engaged in 
selling food for consumption on the prem
ises, and any other establishment where 
goods, services, facilities, privileges, advan
tages, or accommodations are held out to 
the public for sale, use, rent, or hire, if 

(i) the goods, services, facilities, privi
leges, advantages, or accommodations of
fered by any such place or establishment are 
provided to a substantial degree to inter
state travelers, 
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(ii) a substantial portion of any goods held 

out to the public by any such place or es
tablishment for sale, use, rent, or hire has 
moved in interstate commerce, 

(iU) the activities or operations of such 
place or establishment otherwise substan
tially affect interstate travel or the inter· 
state movement of goods in commerce, or 

(iv) such place or establishment is an in· 
tegral part of an establishment included 
under this subsection. 
For the purpose of this subsection, the term 
"integral part" means physically located on 
the premises occupied by an establishment, 
or located contiguous to such premises and 
owned, operated, or controlled, directly or 
indirectly, by or for the benefit of, or leased 
from the persons or business entities which 
own, operate or control an establishment. 

(b) The provisions of this title shall not 
apply to a bona fide private club or other 
establishment not open to the public, except 
to the extent that the facilities of such 
establishment are made available to the cus
tomers or patrons of an establishment within 
the scope of subsection (a) . 
Prohibition against denial of or interference 

with the right to nondiscrimination 
SEc. 203. No person, whether acting under 

color of law or otherwise, shall (a) withhold, 
deny, or attempt to withhold or deny, or 
deprive or attempt to deprive, any person 
of any right or privilege secured by section 
202, or (b) interfere or attempt to interfere 
with any right or privilege secured by section 
202, or (c) intimidate, threaten, or coerce 
any person with a purpose of interfering 
with any right or privilege secured by section 
202, or (d) punish or attempt to punish any 
person for exercising or attempting to exer
cise any right or privilege secured by section 
202, or (e) incite or aid or abet any person 
to do any of the foregoing. 

Civil action for preventive relief 
SEC. 204. (a) Whenever any person has 

engaged or there are reasonable grounds to 
believe that any person is about to engage in 
any act or practice prohibited by section 203, 
a civil action for preventive relief, including 
an application for a permanent or temporary 
injunction, restraining order, or other order, 
may be instituted ( 1) by the person ag
grieved, or (2) by the Attorney General for 
or in the name of the United States if he 
certifies that he has received a written coin
plaint from the person aggrieved and that in 
his judgment (i) the person aggrieved is un
able to initiate and maintain appropriate 
legal proceedings and (ii) the purposes of 
this title will be materially furthered by the 
filing of an action. 

(b) In any action commenced pursuant to 
this title by the person aggrieved, he shall 
if he prevails be allowed a reasonable at
torney's fee as part of the costs. 

(c) A person shall be deemed unable to 
initiate and maintain appropriate legal pro
ceedings within the meaning of subsection 
(a) of this section when such person is un
able, either directly or through other inter
ested persons or organizations, to bear the 
expense of the litigation or to obtain effective 
legal representation; or when there is reason 
to believe that the institution of such liti
gation by him would jeopardize the employ
ment or economic standing of, or might result 
in injury or economic damage to, such per
son, his family, or his property. 

(d) In case of any complaint received by 
the Attorney General alleging a violation of 
section 203 in any jurisdiction where State 
or local laws or regulations appear to him to 
forbid the act or practice involved, the At
torney General shall notify the appropriate 
State and local officials and, upon request, 
afford them a reasonable time to act under 
such State or local laws or regulations before 
he institutes an action. In the case of any 
other complaint alleging a violation of sec
tion 203, the Attorney General shall, .before 

instituting an action, re.fer· the matter to 
the Community Relations Service established 
by ti·tle IV of this Act, which shall endeavor 
to secure compliance by voluntary proce
dures. No action shall be instituted by the 
Attorney General less than thirty days after 
such referral unless the Community Rela· 
tions Service notifies him that its efforts 
have been unsuccessful. Compliance with 
the foregoing provisions of this subsection 
shall not be required if the Attorney General 
shall file with the court a certificate that 
the delay consequent upon compliance with 
such provisions in the particular case would 
adversely affect the interests o.f the United 
States, or that, in the particular case, com
pliance with such provisions would be fruit
less. 

Jurisdiction 
SEC. 205. (a) The district courts of the 

United States shall have jurisdiction of pro· 
ceedings instituted pursuant to this title 
and shall exercise the same without regard to 
whether the aggrieved party shall have ex
hausted any administrative or other remedies 
that may be provided by law. 

(b) This title shall not preclude any indi
vidual or any State or local agency from pur
suing any remedy that may be available 
under any Federal or State law, including 
any State statute or ordinance requiring non
discrimination in public establishments or 
accommodations. 
TITLE III-DESEGREGATION OF PUBLIC EDUCATION 

Definitions 
SEc. 301. As used in this title-
( a) "Commissioner" means the Commis· 

sioner of Education. 
(b) "Desegregation" means the assignment 

of students to public schools and within 
such schools without regard to their race, 
color, religion, or national origin. 

(c) "Public school" means any elementary 
or secondary educational institution, and 
"public college" means any institution of 
higher education or any technical or voca
tional school above the secondary school · 
level, operated by a State, subdivision of a 
State, or governmental agency within a State, 
or operated wholly or predominantly from 
or through the use of governmental funds or 
property, or funds or property derived from 
a governmental source. 

(d) "School board" means any agency or 
agencies which administer a system of one 
or more public schools and any other agency 
which is responsible for the a.ssignment of 
students to or within such system. 

Assistance to facilitate desegregation 
SEC. 302. The Commissioner shall conduct 

investigations and make a report to the 
President and the Congress, within two years 
of the enactment of this title, upon the 
extent to which equal education opportu· 
nities are denied to individuals by reason of 
race, color, religion or national origin in 
public educational institutions at all levels 
in the United States, its teiTitories and pos
sessions, and the District of Columbia. 

SEc. 303. (a) The Commissioner is auth
orized, upon the application of any school 
board, State, municipality, school district, 
or other governmental unit, to render tech· 
nical assistance in the preparation, adoption, 
and implementation of plans for the de· 
segregation of public schools or other plans 
designed to deal with problems arising from 
racial imbalance in public school systems. 
Such technical assistance may, among other 
activities, include making available to such 
agencies information regarding effective 
methods of coping with special educational 
problems occasioned by desegregation or 
racial imbalance, and making available to 
such agencies personnel of the Office of Edu
cation or other persons specially equipped 
to advise and assist them in coping with 
such problems. 

(b) The Commissioner is authorized to 
arrange, through grants or contracts, with 

institutions of higher education for the 
operation of short-term or regular session 
institutes for special training designed to 
improve the ab1lity of teachers, supervisors, 
counselors, and other elementary or second
ary school personnel to deal effectively with 
special educational problems occasioned by 
desegregation or measures to adjust racial 
imbalance in public school systems. Indi
viduals who attend such an institute may be 
paid stipends for the period of their attend
ance at such institute in amounts specified 
by the Commissioner in regulations, includ
ing allowances for dependents and includ
ing allowances for travel to attend such 
institute. 

SEC. 304. (a) A school board which has 
failed to achieve desegregation in all public 
schools within its jurisdiction, or a school 
board which is confronted with problems 
arising from racial imbalance in the public 
schools within its jurisdiction, may apply to 
the Commissioner, either directly or through 
another governmental unit, for a grant or 
loan, a.s hereinafter provided, for the purpose 
of aiding such school board in carrying out 
desegregation or in dealing with problems of 
racial imbalance. 

(b) The Commissioner may make a grant 
under this section, upon application therefor, 
for-

(1) the cost of giving to teachers and other 
school personnel inservice training in deal
ing with problems incident to desegregation 
or racial imbalance in public schools; and 

(2) the cost of employing specialists in 
problems incident to desegregation or racial 
imbalance and of providing other assistance 
to develop understanding of these problems 
by parents, schoolchildren, and the general 
public. · 

(c) Each application made for a grant un
der this section shall provide such detailed 
information and be in such form as the Com
missioner may require. Each grant under 
this section shall be made in such amounts 
and on such terms and conditions as the 
Commissioner shall prescribe, which may in
clude a condition that the applicant expend 
certain of its own funds in specified amounts 
for the purpose for which the grant is made. 
In determining whether to make a grant, and 
in fixing the amount thereof and the terms 
and conditions on which it will be made, the 
Commissioner shall take into consideration 
the amount available for grants under this 
section and the other applications which are 
pending before him; the financial condition 
of the applicant and the other resources 
available to it; the nature, extent, and grav
ity of its problems incident to desegregation 
or racial imbalance, and such other factors 
as he finds relevant. 

(d) The Commissioner may make a loan 
under this section, upon application, to any 
school board or to any local government 
within the jurisdiction of which any school 
board operates if the Commissioner finds 
that-

( 1) part or all of the funds which would 
otherwise be available to any such school 
board, either directly or through the local 
government within whose jurisdiction it op
erates, have been withheld or withdrawn by 
State or local governmental action because 
of the actual or prospective desegregation, in 
whole or in part, of one or more schools un
der the jurisdiction of such school board; 

(2) such school board has authority tore
ceive and expend, or such local government 
has authority to receive and make available 
for the use of such board, the proceeds of 
such loan; and 

(3) the proceeds of such loan will be used 
for th'3 same purposes for which the funds 
withheld or withdrawn would otherwise have 
been used. 

(e) Each application made for a loan un
der this section shall provide such detailed 
information and be in such form as the Com
missioner may require. Any loan under this 
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section sha.ll be made upon such terms and 
conditions as the Commissioner shall 
prescribe. 

(f) The Commissioner may suspend or 
terminate assistance under this section to 
any school board which, in his judgment, is 
failing to comply in gOOd faith with the 
terms and conditions upon which the assist

. ance was extended. 
SEC. 805. Payments pursuant to a grant 

or contract under this title may be made 
(after necessary adjustments on account of 
previously made overpayments or underpay
ments) in advanee or by way of reimburse
ment, and in such installments, and on such 
conditions, as the Commissioner may 
determine. 

SEC. 806. The Commissioner shall prescribe 
rules and regulations to carry out the pro
visions of sections 301 through 305 of this 
title. 

Suits by the Attorney General 
SEc. 307. (a) Whenever the Attorney Gen

eral receives a complaint---
(1) signed by a parent or group of parents 

to the effect that his or their minor chil
dren, as members of a class of persons sim
llarly situated, are being deprived of the 
equal protection of the laws by reason of 
the failure of a school board to achieve 
desegregation, or 

(2) signed by an individual, or his parent, 
to the effect that he has been denied ad
mission to or not permitted to continue in 
attendance at a public college by reason of 
race, color, religion or national origin, 
and the Attorney General certifl.es that in 
his judgment the signer or signers of such 
complaint are unable to initiate and main
tain appropriate legal proceedings for relief 
and that the institution of an action will 
materially further the orderly progress of 
desegregation in public education, the At
torney General is authorized to institute 
for or in the name of the United States a 
civil action in a district court of the United 
States against such parties and for such 
relief as may be appropriate, and such court 
shall have and shall exercise jurisdiction 
of proceedings instituted pursuant to this 
section. The Attorney General may implead 
as defendants such additional parties as are 
or become necessary to the grant of effective 
relief hereunder. 

(b) A person or persons shall be deemed 
unable to initiate and maintain appropriate 
legal proceedings within the meaning of sub
section (a) of this section when such person 
or persons are unable, either directly or 
through other interested persons or organi
zations, to bear the expense of the litigation 
or to obtain effective legal representation; or 
when there is reason to believe that the in
stitution of such litigation would jeopardize 
the employment or economic stand1ng of, or 
might result in injury or economic damage 
to, such person or persons, their fam111es, or 
their property. 

(c) Whenever an action has been com
menced in any court of the United States 
seeking relief from the denial of equal pro
tection of the laws by reason of the failure of 
a school board to achieve desegregation, or of 
a public college to admit or permit the con
tinued attendance of an individual, the At
torney General for or in the name of the 
United States may intervene in such action 
1! he certifies that, in his judgment, the 
plaintifis are unable to maintain the action 
for any of the reasons set forth in subsection 
(b) of this section, and that such interven
tion will materially further the orderly prog
ress of desegregation in public education. In 
such an action the United States shall be en
titled to the same relief as if it had instituted 
the action under subsection (a) of this sec
tion. 

(d) The term "parent" as used in this sec
tion includes other legal representatives. 

SEc. 308. Nothing in this title shall be con
strued to deny, impair, or otherwise affect 
any right or authority ot the Attorney Gen
eral or of the United States under existing 
law to institute or intervene in any action or 
proceeding. 

SEC. 309. In any action or proceeding under 
this title the United States shall be liable 
for costs the same as a private person . 

SEC. 810. Nothing in this title shall affect 
adversely the right of any person to sue for 
or obtain relief in any court against dis
crimination in public education. 

'lTI'LE IV-ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMUNITY 
RELATIONS SERVICE 

SEc. 401. There is hereby established a 
COmmunity Relations Service (hereinafter 
referred to as the "Service") , which shall be 
headed by a Director who shall be appointed 
by the President. The Director shall receive 
compensation at a rate of $20,000 per year. 
The Director is authorized to appoint such 
additional officers and employees as he deems 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
title. 

SEC. 402. It shall be the function of the 
Service to provide assistance to communities 
and persons therein in resolving disputes, 
disagreements, or difficulties relating to dis
criminatory practices based on race, color, 
or national origin which impair the rights 
of persons in such communities under the 
Constitution or laws of the United States or 
which affect or may affect interstate com
merce. The Service may offer its services in 
cases of such disputes, disagreements, or 
difficulties whenever in its judgment peace
ful relations among the citizens of the com
munity involved are threatened thereby, and 
it may offer its services either upon its own 
motion or upon the request of an appropriate 
local official or other interested person. 

SEc. 403. (a) The Service shall whenever 
possible in performing its functions under 
this title seek and utmze the cooperation of 
the appropriate State or local agencies and 
may seek and utilize the cooperation of any 
nonpublic agency which it believes may be 
helpful. 

(b) The activities of all officers and em
ployees of the Service in providing assistance 
under this title shall be conducted in confi
dence and without publicity, and the Service 
shall hold confidential any information ac
quired in the regular performance of its 
duties upon the understanding that it would 
be so held. No officer or employee of the 
Service shall engage in the performance of 
investigative or prosecuting functions for 
any department or agency in any litigation 
arising out of a dispute in which he acted 
on behalf of the Service. 

SEc. 404. Subject to the provisions of sec
tion 403(b), the Director shall, on or before 
January 31 of each year, submit to the Con
gress a report of the activities of the Service 
during the preceding fiscal year. Such re
port shall also contain information with re
spect to the internal administration of the 
service and may contain recommendations 
for legislation necessary for improvements 
in such internal administration. 

TITLE V-<lOMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS 

SEc. 501. Section 102 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975a; 71 ·Stat. 634) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"Rules of procedure or the commission 
Hearings 

"SEC. 102. (a) The Chairman, or one desig
nated by him to act as Chairman at a hear
ing of the Commission, shall announce in 
an opening statement the subject of the 
hearing. 

"(b) A copy of the Commission's rules 
shall be made available to the witness be
fore the Commission. 

" (c) Witnesses at the hearings may be 
accompanied by their own counsel for the 

purpose of advising them concerning their 
constitutional rights. 

" (d) The Chairman or Acting Chairman 
may punish breaches of order and decorum 
and unprofessional ethics on the part of 
counsel, by censure and exclusion :from the 
.hearings. 

"(e) If the Commission determines that 
evidence or testimony at any hearing may 
tend to defame, degrade, or incriminate any 
person, it shall receive such evidence or 
testimony or summary of such evidence or 
testimony in executive session. In the event 
the Commission -determines that such evi
dence or testimony shall be given at a pub
lic session, it shall afford such person an 
opportunity voluntarily to appear as a Wit
ness and receive and dispose of requests 
from such person to subpena additional 
Witnesses. 

"(f) Except as provided in sections 102 
and 105(f) of this Act, the Chairman shall 
receive and the Commission shall dispose 
of requests to subpena additional wit
nesses. 

"(g) No evidence or testimony or sum
mary of evidence or testimony taken in ex
ecutive session may be released or used in 
public sessions without the consent of the 
Commission. Whoever releases or uses in 
public without the consent of the Commis
sion such evidence or testimony taken in 
executive session shall be fined not more 
than $1,000, or imprisoned for not more than 
one year. 

"(h) In the discretion of the Commission, 
witnesses may submit brief and pertinent 
sworn statements in writing for inclusion 
in the record. The Commission is the sole 
judge of the pertinency of testimony and 
evidence adduced at its hearings. 

"(i) Upon payment of the cost thereof, 
a Witness may obtain a transcript copy of his 
testimony given at a public session or, if 
given at an executive session, when au
thorized by the Commission. 

"(j) A Witness attending any session of 
the Commission shall receive $6 for each 
day's attendance and for the time neces
sarily occupied in going to and returning 
from the same, and 10 cents per mile for 
going from and returning to his place of 
residence. Witnesses who attend at points 
so far removed from their respective resi
dences as to prohibit return thereto from 
day to day shall be entitled to an additional 
allowance of $10 per day for expenses of sub
sistence, including the time necessarily oc
cupied in going to and returning from the 
place of attendance. Mileage payments shall 
be tendered to the witness upon service of a 
subpena issued on behalf of the Commis
sion or any subcommittee thereof. 

"(k) The Commission shall not issue any 
subpena for the attendance and testimony 
of witnesses or for the production of writ
ten or other matter which would require the 
presence of the party subpenaed at a hear
ing to be held outside of the State wherein 
the witness is found or resides or is domi
ciled or transacts business, or has appointed 
an agent for receipt of service of process 
except that, in any event, the Commission 
may issue subpenas for the attendance and 
testimony of witnesses and the production of 
written or other matter at a hearing held 
within fifty miles of the place where the 
witness is found or resides or is domiciled 
or transacts business or has appointed an 
agent for receipt of service of process." 

SEC. 502. Section 103(a) of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975b(a); 71 Stat. 
634) is amended to read as follows: 

"SEc. 103. (a) Each member of the Com
mission who is not otherwise in the service 
of the Government of the United States 
shall receive the sum of $75 per day for each 
day spent in the work o! the Commission, 
shall be paid actual travel expenses, and per 
diem in lieu of subsistence expenses when 
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away from his usual place of residence, in 
accordance with section 5 of the Administra
tive Expenses Act of 1946, as amended ( 5 
u.s.c. 73b-2; 60 Stat. 808) ." 

SEc. 503. Section 103(b) of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975(b); 71 Stat. 634) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) Each member of the Commission 
who is otherwise in the service of the Gov
ernment of the ·united States shall serve 
without compensation in addition to that 
received for such other service, but while 
engaged in the work of the Commission shall 
be paid actual travel expenses, and per diem 
in lieu of subsistence expenses when away 
from his usual place of residence, in accord
ance with the provisions of the Travel Ex
pense Act of 1949, as amended (5 U.S.C. 
835-42; 63 Stat. 166) ." · 

SEC. 504. Section 104 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975c; 71 Stat. 635), 
as amended, is further amended to read as 
follows: 

"DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION 
"SEc. 104. (a) The Commission shall
"(1) investigate allegations in writing 

under oath or affirmation that certain citi
zens of the United States are being deprived 
of their right to vote and have that vote 
counted by reason of their color, race, reli
gion, or national origin; which writing, 
under oath or affirmation, shall set forth 
the facts upon which such belief or beliefs 
are based; 

"(2) study and collect information con
cerning legal developments constituting a 
denial of equal protection of the laws under 
the Constitution; 

"(3) appraise the laws and policies of the 
Federal Government with respect to equal 
protection of the laws under the Constitu
tion; and 

"(4) serve as a national clearinghouse for 
information, and provide advice and tech
nical assistance to Government agencies, 
communities, industries, organizations, or 
individuals in respect· to equal protection 
of the laws, including, but not limited to, 
the fields of voting, education, housing, em
ployment, the use of public facilities, trans
portation, and the administration of jus
tice? 
The Commission may, for such periods as 
it deems necessary, concentrate the per
formance of its duties on those specified in 
either paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (4) and 
may further concentrate the performance 
of its duties under any of such paragraphs 
on one or more aspects of the duties imposed 
therein. 

"(b) The Commission shall submit in
terim reports to the President and to the 
Congress at such times as either the Com
mission or the President shall deem desir
able, and shall submit to the President and 
to the Congress a final and comprehensive 
report of its activities, findings, and rec
ommendations not later than September 30, 
1967. 

"(c) Sixty days after the submission of its 
final report and recommendations the Com
mission shall cease to exist." 

SEC. 505. (a) Section 105(a) of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975(d); 71 
Stat. 636) is amended by striking out in the 
last sentence thereof "$50 per diem" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$75 per diem." 

SEC. 506. Section 105(g) of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975 (g); 71 Stat. 636) 
is amended to rea,d as follows: 

"(g) In case of contumacy or refusal to 
obey a subpena, any district . court of the 
United States or the United States Court of 
any Territory or possession, or the District 
Court of the United States for the District 
of Columbia, within the jurisdiction of which 
the inquiry is carried on or within the ju
risdiction of which said person guilty of con
tumacy or refusal to obey is found or resides 

or is domiciled or transacts business, or has 
appointed as agent for receipt of service of 
process, upon 81pplication by the Attorney 
General of the United States shall have ju
risdiction to issue to such person an ordeJ:' 
requiring such person to appear before the 
Commission or a subcommittee thereof, 
there to produce evidence if so ordered, or 
there to give testimony touching the matter 
under investigation; and any failure to obey 
such order of the court may be punished by 
said court as a contempt thereof." 

SEC. 507. Section 105 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975d; 71 Stat. 636), 
as amended by section 401 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1960 (42 U.S.C. 1975d(h); 74 Stat. 
89) , is further amended by 81dding a new 
subsection at the end to re81d as follows: 

"(i) The Commission shall have the power 
to make such rules and regulations as lt 
deems necessary to carry out the purposes 
of this Act." 
TITLE VI-NONDISCRIMINATION IN FEDERALLY 

ASSISTED PROGRAMS 
SEc. 601. Notwithstanding any prov1s1on 

to the contrary in any law of the United 
States providing or authorizing direct or 
indirect financial assistance for or in con
nection with any program or activity by 
way of grant, contract, loan, insurance, 
guaranty, or otherwise, no such law shall 
be interpreted as requiring that such finan
cial assistance shall be furnished in circum
stances under which individuals participat
ing in or benefiting from the program or 
activity are discriminated against on the 
ground of race, color, religion, or national 
origin or are denied participation or benefits 
therein on the ground of race, color, religion, 
or national origin. All contracts made in 
connection with any such program or ac
tivity shall contain such conditions as the 
President may prescribe for the purpose of 
assuring that there shall be no discrimina
tion in employment by any contractor or 
subcontractor on the ground of race, color, 
religion, or national origin. 
TITLE VII-cOMMISSION ON EQUAL EMPLOY

MENT OPPORTUNITY 
SEc. 701. The President is authorized to 

establish a Commission to be known as the 
"Commission on Equal Employment Oppor
tunity," hereinafter referred to as the Com
mission. It shall be the function of the 
Commission to prevent discrimination 
against employees or applicants for employ
ment because of race, color, religion, or na
tional origin by Government contractors and 
subcontractors, and by contractors and sub
contractors participating in programs or ac
tivities in which direct or indirect financial 
assistance by the United States Government 
is provided by way of grant, contract, loan, 
conferred upon it by the President. The 
Commission shall have such powers to effec
tuate the purposes .of this title as may be 
conferred upon it by the President. The 
President may also confer upon the Com
mission such powers as he deems appro
priate to prevent discrimination on the 
ground of race, color, religion, or national 
origin in Government employment. 

SEc. 702. The Commission shall consist of 
the Vice President, who shall serve as Chair
man, the Secretary of Labor, who shall serve 
as Vice Chairman, and not more than fifteen 
other members appointed by and serving at 
the pleasure of the President. Members of 
the Commission, while attending meetings 
or conferences of the Commission or other
wise serving at the request of the Commis
sion, shall be entitled to receive compensa
tion at a rate to be fixed by it but not 
exceeding $75 per diem, including travel 
time, and while away from their homes or 
regular places of business they may be al
lowed travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by sec
tion 73b-2 of title 5 of the United States 

Code for persons in the Government service 
employed intermittently. 

SEC. 703. (a) There shall be an Executive 
Vice Chairman of the Commission who shall 
be appointed by the President and who shall 
be ex officio a member of the Commission. 
The Executive Vice Chairman shall assist 
the Chairman, the Vice Chairman, and the 
members of the Commission and shall be 
responsible for carrying out the orders and 
recommendations of the Commission and for 
performing such other functions as the Com
mission may direct. 

(b) Section 106(a) of the Federal Execu
tive Pay Act of 1956, as amended (5 U.S.C. 
2205(a)), is further amended by adding the 
following clause thereto: 

"(52) Executive Vice-Chairman, Commis
sion on Equal Employment Opportunity." 

(c) The Commission is authorized to ap
point, subject to the civil service laws and 
regulations, such other personnel as may be 
necessary to enable it to carry out its func
tions and duties, and to fix their compensa
tion in accordance with the Classification 
Act of 1949, and is authorized to procure 
services as authorized by section 14 of the 
Act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 810; 5 U.S.C. 
55a), but at rates for individuals not in 
excess of $50 a day. 

TITLE Vill-MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 801. There are hereby authorized to 

be appropriated such sums as are necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

SEC. 802. If any provision of this Act or the 
application thereof to any person or circum
stance is held invalid, the remainder of the 
Act and the application of the provision to 
other persons or circumstances shall not be 
affected thereby. 

The bill (S. 1732) to eliminate dis
crimination in public accommodations 
affecting interstate commerce; intro
duced by Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself 
and Mr. MAGNUSON), was referred to the 
Committee on Commerce and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Interstate Public 
Accommodations Act of 1963." 

FINDINGS 
SEc. 2. (a) The American people have be

come increasingly mobile during the last 
generation, and millions of American citizens 
travel each year from State to State by rail, 
air, bus, automobile, and other means. A 
substantial number of such travelers are 
members of minority racial and religious 
groups. These citizens, particularly Negroes, 
are subjected in many places to discrimina
tion and segregation, and they are frequently 
unable to obtain the goods and services 
available to other interstate travelers. 

(b) Negroes and members of other minor
ity groups who travel interstate are fre
quently unable to obtain adequate lodging 
accommodations during their travels, with 
the result that they may be compelled to 
stay at hotels or motels of poor and inferior 
quality, travel great distances from their 
normal routes to find adequate accommoda
tions, or make detailed arrangements for 
lodging far in advance of scheduled inter
state travel. 

(c) Negroes and members of other xninority 
groups who travel interstate are frequently 
unable to obtain 81dequate food service at 
convenient places along their routes, with 
the result that many are dissuaded from 
traveling interstate, while others must travel 
considerable distances from their intended 
routes in order to obtain adequate food serv
ice. 

(d) Goods, services, and persons in the 
amusement and entertainment industries 
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commonly move in interstate commerce, and 
the entire American people benefit from the 
increased cultural and recreational opportu
nities afforded thereby. Practices of audi
ence discrimination and segregation artifi
cially restrict the number of persons to 
whom the interstate amusement and enter
tainment industries may offer their goods 
and services. The burdens imposed on in
terstate commerce by such practices and the 
obstructions to the free flow of commerce 
which result therefrom are serious and 
substantial. 

(e) Retail establishments in all States of 
the Union purchase a wide variety and a 
large volume of goods from business con
cerns located in other States and in foreign 
nations. Discriminatory practices in such 
establishments, which in some instances 
have led to the withholding of patronage by 
those affected by such practices, inhibit and 
restrict the normal distribution of goods in 
the interstate market. 

(f) Fraternal, religious, scientific, and 
other organizations engaged in interstate 
operations are frequently dissuaded from 
holding conventions in cities which they 
would otherwise select because the public 
facilities in such cities are either not open 
to all members of racial or religious minority 
groups or are available only on a segregated 
basis. 

(g) Business organizations are frequently 
hampered in obtaining the services of skllled 
workers and persons in the professions who 
are likely to encounter discrimination based 
on race, creed, color, or national origin in 
restaurants, retail stores, and places of 
amusement in the area where their services 
are needed. Business organizations which 
seek to avoid subjecting their employees to 
such discrimination and to avoid the strife 
resulting therefrom are restricted in the 
choice of location for their offices arid plants. 
Such discrimination thus reduces the mobil
ity of the national labor force and prevents 
the most effective allocation of national re
sources, including the interstate movement 
of industries, particularly in some of the 
areas of the Nation most in need of indus
trial and commercial expansion and develop
ment. 

(h) The discriminatory practices de
scribed above are in all cases encouraged, 
fostered, or tolerated in some degree by the 
governmental authorities of the States in 
which they occur, which license or protect 
the businesses involved by means of laws and 
ordinances and the activities of their execu
tive and judicial officers. Such discrimina
tory practices, particularly when their 
cumulative effect throughout the Nation is 
considered, take on the character of action 
by the States and therefore fall within the 
ambit of the Equal Protection Clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States. 

(i) The burdens on and obstructions to 
commerce which are described above can best 
be removed by invoking the powers of Con
gress under the Fourteenth Amendment and 
the Commerce Clause of the Constitution of 
the United States to prohibit discrimination 
based on race, color, religion, or national 
origin in certain public establishments. 
RIGHT TO NONDISCRIMINATION IN PLACES OF 

PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION 

SEc. 3. (a) All persons shall be entitled, 
without discrimination or segregation on ac
count of race, color, religion, or national 
origin, to the full and equal enjoyment of 
the goods, services, facilities, privileges, ad
vantages and accommodations of the follow
ing public establishments: 

( 1) any hotel, motel, or other public place 
engaged in furnishing lodging to transient 

. guests, including guests from other States or 
traveling in interstate commerce; 

(2) any motion picture house, theatre, 
sports arena, stadium, exhibition hall, or 
other public place of amusement or enter
tainment which customarily presents motion 
pictures, performing groups, athletic teains, 
exhibitions, or other sources of entertain
ment which move in interstate commerce; 
and 

(3) any retail shop, department store, 
market, drug store, gasoline station, or other 
public place which keeps goods for sale, any 
restaurant, lunch room, lunch counter, soda 
fountain, or other public place engaged in 
selling food for consumption on the premises, 
and any other establishment where goods, 
services, facilities, privileges, advantages, or 
accommodations are held out to the public 
for sale, use, rent, or hire, if 

(i) the goods, services, facilities, privileges, 
advantages, or accommodations offered by 
any such place or establishment are provided 
to a substantial degree to interstate travelers, 

(11) a substantial portion of any goods 
held out to the public by any such place or 
establishment for sale, use, rent, or hire has 
moved in interstate commerce, 

(iii) the activities or operations of such 
place or establishment otherwise substan
tially affect interstate travel or the interstate 
movement of goods in commerce, or 

(iv) such place or establishment is an 
integral part of an establishment included 
under this subsection. 
For the purpose of this subsection, the term 
"integral part" means physically located on 
the premises occupied by an establishment, 
or located contiguous to such premises and 
owned, operated, or controlled, directly or 
indirectly, by or for the benefit of, or leased 
from the persons or business entities which 
own, operate or control an establishment. 

(b) The provisions of this Act shall not 
apply to a bona fide private club or other 
establishment not open to the public, ex
cept to the extent that the facilities of such 
establishment are made available to the 
customers or patrons of an establishment 
w1 thin the scope of subsection (a) . 
PROHmiTION AGAINST DENIAL OF OR INTERFER-

ENCE WITH THE RIGHT TO NONDISCRIMINA

TION 

SEc. 4. No person, whether acting under 
color of law or otherwise, shall (a) withhold, 
deny, or atte~pt to withhold or deny, or 
deprive or attempt to deprive, any person 
of any right or privilege secured by section 3, 
or (b) interfere or attempt to interfere with 
any right or privilege secured by section 3, 
or (c) intimidate, threaten, or coerce any 
person with a purpose of interfering with 
any right or privilege secured by section 3, 
or (d) punish or attempt to punish any 
person for exercising or attempting to exer
cise any right or privilege secured by section 
3, or (e) incite or aid or abet any person to 
do any of the foregoing. 

CIVIL ACTION FOR PREVENTIVE RELIEF 

SEC. 5. (a) Whenever any person has en
gaged or there are reasonable grounds to be
lieve that any person is about to. engage in 
any act or practice prohibited by section 4, 
a civil action for preventive relief, including 
an application for a permanent or temporary 
injunction, restraining order, or other order, 
may be instituted (1) by the person 
aggrieved, or (2) by the Attorney General 
for or in the name of the United States if he 
certifies that he has received a written com
plaint from the person aggrieved and that in 
his Judgment (i) the person aggrieved is 
unable to initiate and maintain appropriate 
legal proceedings and (ii) the purposes of 
this Act will be materially furthered by the 
filing of an action. 

(b) In any action commenced pursuant to 
this Act by the person aggrieved, he shall 
if he prevails be allowed a reasonable attor
ney's fees as part of the costs. 

(c) A person shall be deemed unable to 
initiate and maintain appropriate legal pro
ceedings within the meaning of subsection 
(a) of this section when such person is un
able, either directly or through other inter
ested persons or organizations, to bear the 
expense of the litigation or to obtain effec
tive legal representation; or when there is 
reason to believe that the institution of such 
litigation by him would jeoardize the em
ployment or economic standing of, or might 
result in injury or economic damage to, 
such person, his family, or his property. 

(d) In case of any complaint received by 
the Attorney General alleging a violation of 
section 4 in any jurisdiction where State or 
local laws or regulations appear to him to 
forbid the act or practice involved, the At
torney General shall notify the appropriate 
State and local officials and, upon request, 
afford them a reasonable time to act under 
such State or local laws or regulations before 
he institutes an action. Compliance with 
the foregoing sentence shall not be required 
if the Attorney General shall file with the 
court a certifl.cate that the delay consequent 
upon such compliance in the particular case 
would adversely affect the interests of the 
United States, or that, in the particular case, 
compliance would be fruitless. 

( e> In any case of a complaint received 
by the Attorney General, including a case 
within the scope of subsection (d), the 
Attorney General shall, before instituting 
an action, utilize the services of any Federal 
agency or instrumentality which may be 
available to attempt to secure compliance 
with section 4 by voluntary procedures, if in 
his judgment such procedures are likely to 
be effective in the circumstances. 

JUlUSDICTION 

SEc. 6. (a) The district courts o.f the 
United States shall have jurisdiction of pro
ceedings instituted pursuant to this Act and 
shall exercise the same without regard to 
whether the aggrieved party shall have ex
hausted any administrative or other rem
edies that may be provided by law. 

(b) This Act shall not preclude any in
dividual or any State or local agency from 
pursuing any remedy that may be available 
under any Federal or State law, including 
any State statute or ordinance requiring non
discrimination in public establishments or 
accommodations. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following communication and 
letters, which were referred as indicated: 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE BUDGET, 1964, 

FOR LEGISLATIVE BRANCH (S. Doc. No. 25) 
A communication from the President o! 

the United States, transmitting amendments 
to the budget for the fiscal year 1964, in the 
amount of $104,640, for the legislative branch 
(with an accompanying paper); to the Com
mittee .on Appropriations, and ordered to be 
printed. 

FACILITATION OF WORK OF DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 

A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to facilitate the work of the Department of 
Agriculture, and for other purposes (with ac
companying papers); to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

REPORT OF SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas
ury, transmitting, pursuant to law, his report 
on the state of the finances, for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1962 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on 
Finance. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. CLARK, from the Committee on 
Banking and CUrrency, with an amendment: 

H.R. 3872. An act to increase the lending 
authority of the Export-Import Bank of 
Washington. to extend the period within 
which the Export-Import Bank of Washing
ton may exercise its functions, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 262). 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce, without amendment: 

s. 1032. A bill to exclude cargo which is 
lumber from certain tarUI filing requirements 
under the Shipping Act, 1916 (Rept. No. 
261). 

By Mr. GRUENING, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, without 
amendment: 

s. 535. A bill to extend the principles of 
equitable adjudication to sales under the 
Alaska Public Sale Act (Rept. No. 264). 

By Mr. SIMPSON, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an amend
ment: 

S.1122. A bill relating to the exchange of 
certain lands between the town of Powell, 
Wyo., and the Presbyterian Retirement Fa
cilities Corp. (Rept. No. 265) . 

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend
ments: 

S.J. Res. 17. Joint resolution to designate 
the lake to be formed by the waters im
pounded by the Flaming Gorge Dam, Utah, 
and the recreation area contiguous to such 
lake in the States of Wyoming and Utah, 
as "O'Mahoney Lake and Recreation Area" 
(Rept. No. 279). 

By Mr. McNAMARA, from the Committee 
on Public Works, without amendment: 

S. 130. A bill to change the name of Fort 
Randall Reservoir in the State of South 
Dakota to Lake Francis Case (Rept. No. 266); 

S. 131. A bill to change the name of the 
Big Bend Reservoir in the State of South 
Dakota to Lake Sharpe (Rept. No. 269); 

S. 453. A bill to change the name of the 
Memphis lock and dam on the Tombigbee 
River near Aliceville, Ala. (Rept. No. 267); 

S. 850. A bill to change the name of the 
Bruces Eddy Dam and Reservoir in the State 
of Idaho to the Dworshak Dam and Reser
voir (Rept. No. 268); 

H.R. 5367. An act to designate the Bear 
Creek Dam on the Lehigh River, Pa., as the 
Francis E. Walter Dam (Rept. No. 272); and 

H.J. Res. 82. Joint resolution to change the 
name of Short Mountain Lock and Dam and 
Reservoir in the State of Oklahoma to Rob
ert S. Kerr Lock and Dam and Reservoir 
(Rept. No. 273). 

By Mr. McNAMARA, from the Committee 
on Public Works, with an amendment: 

S. 530. A bill to provide for an investiga
tion and study of means of making the 
Great Lakes and the Saint Lawrence Sea
way available for navigation during the 
entire year (Rept. No. 270). 

By Mr. McNAMARA, from the Committee 
on Public Works, with amendments: 

S. 1523. A bill to make certain changes in 
the functions of the Beach Erosion Board 
and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
271). 

By Mr. METCALF, from the Committee on 
Public Works, without amendment: 

S. 142. A bill to designate the lake to be 
formed by the waters impounded by the 
Clark Canyon Dam in the State of Mon
tana as Hap Hawkins Lake (Rept. No. 274). 

By Mr. RANDOLPH, from the Comiilittee 
on Public Works, without amendment: 

S. 1416. A bill to amend section 104(b) (5) 
of title 23, United States Code, to provide 
for the submission of certain cost estimates 

for the· completion of the National System 
of Interstate and Defense Highways, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 275). 

By Mr. RANDOLPH, from the Committee 
on Public Works, with amendments: 

S. 626. A bill to increase the limitation on 
payments for construction engineering for 
Federal-aid primary, secondary, and urban 
projects (Rept. No. 276). 

By Mr. YOUNG of Ohio, from the Commit
tee on Public Works, without amendment: 

S. 254. A bill to provide for the acquisition 
of certain property in square 758 in the Dis
trict of Columbia, as an addition to the 
grounds of the U.S. Supreme Court Building 
(Rept. No. 277); and 

S. 1139. A bill to repeal a portion of the 
Second Supplemental National Defense Ap
propriation Act, 1943, approved October 26, 
1942 (56 Stat. 990, 999), as amended, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 278). 

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
without amendment: 

H.R. 5860. An act to amend section 407 
of the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921, 
as amended (Rept. No. 280). 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 332 OF 
TITLE 28, UNITED STATES CODE
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE-IN
DIVIDUAL VIEWS (REPT. NO. 263) 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, from 

the Committee on the Judiciary I sub
mit a report on S. 979 to amend section 
332 of title 28, United States Code, in 
order to provide for the inclusion of a 
district judge or judges on the judicial 
council of each circuit, together with in
dividual views of the Senator from New 
York [Mr. KEATING]. I ask unanimous 
consent that the report, together with 
the individual views, be printed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the bill will be 
placed on the calendar; and, without 
objection, the report will be printed, as 
requested by the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unan
imous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. MANSFIELD: 
S. 1731. A bill to enforce the constitutional 

right to vote, to confer jurisdiction upon 
the district courts of the United States to 
provide injunctive relief against discrimina
tion in public accommodations, to authorize 
the Attorney General to institute suits to 
protect constitutional rights in education, to 
establish a Community Relations Service, to 
extend for 4 years the Commission on Civil 
Rights, to prevent discrimination in feder
ally assisted programs, to establish a Com
mission on Equal Employment Opportunity, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MANSFIELD when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself and 
Mr. MAGNUSON) : 

S. 1732. A bill to eliminate discrimination 
in public accomodations a:lfecttng interstate 
commerce; to the Committee on Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MANSFIELD when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. BURDICK (for himself and Mr. 
YouNG of North Dakota) : 

S. 1733. A bill for the relief of Gertrude 
Margitta McCannel; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request) : 
S. 1734. A blll to amend the Natural Gas 

Act to vest jurisdiction in the Federal Power 
Commission over certain interstate sales of 
natural gas for industrial use; and 

S.1735. A bill to amend section 308(a) of 
the Federal Aviation Act as it relates to the 
grant of exclusive rights at airports; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MAGNUSON when 
he introduced the above bllls, which appear 
under separate headings.) 

By Mr. BENNET!': 
S. 1736. A bill to establish Arches National 

Monument as Arches National Park; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BENNETr when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. YARBOROUGH: 
S. 1737. A bill for the relief of Arthur Wen

dell Bolta; to the Committee on the Judi
_ciary. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S.1738. A bill for the relief of Anita P. 

Daoang; 
S. 1739. A bill for the relief of Angel Lag

may; 
S.1740. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Kiku 

Sakurai; and 
S. 1741. A bill for the relief of Eusebio R. 

Balmilero; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. FONG: 
S. 1742. A b111 for the relief of certain 

civilian employees of the Department of the 
Air Force; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia: 
S. 1743. A bill for the relief of Mary Col

lier Trotter; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: 
S. 1744. A bill to facilitate the transmis

sion in the mails of certain educational kits 
containing laboratory apparatus for the use 
of blind persons, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Post Otnce and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. PASTORE: 
S. 1745. A bill to authorize appropriations 

for the Atomic Energy Commission in accord
ance with section 261 of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended, and for other 
purposes; to the Joint· Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 

By Mr. SMATHERS: 
S.1746. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction or 
credit against tax for contributions to Na
tional and State political committees; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

(See the remarks of Mr. SMATHERs when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MciNTYRE: 
S. 1747. A bill to incorporate the Space

town Drum and Bugle Corps of Derry, N.H.; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RANDOLPH: 
S. 1748. A bill to authorize the Commis

sioners of the District of Columbia to recon
struct the substructure and to replace the 
superstructure of the existing 14th Street 
or highway bridge across the Potomac River, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

(See the remarks of Mr. RANDOLPH when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. KEATING: 
S.1749. A bill to amend the Tarur Act of 

1930 to provide !or the free entry of syn
thetic pile velvet ribbons; to the Committee 
on Pinance. 
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By Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself and 

Mr. DIRKSEN) : 
S. 1750. A bill to enforce the constitu

tional right to vote, to establish a Commis
sion on Equal Employment Opportunity, to 
authox1ze the Attorney General to institute 
suits to protect constitutional rights in 
education, to establish a Community Re
lations Service, to extend for 4 years the 
Commission on Civil Rights, to prevent dis
crimination in federally assisted programs, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MANSFIELD when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware (for 
himself, Mr. BEALL, Mr. CARLSON, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. ALLOTT, a.nd Mr. GOLD
WATER): 

S.J. Res. 91. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to permit the offering of 
prayer in public schools; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. WILLIAMS of Dela
ware when he introduced the above joint 
resolution, which appear under a separate 
heading.) 

By Mr. BEALL: 
S.J. Res. 92. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to permit the reading of the 
Bible and the offering of prayer in public 
schools; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BEALL when he in
troduced the above joint resolution, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. JOHNSTON: 
S.J. Res. 93. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States to preserve and protect references to 
reliance upon God in governmental matters; 
and 

S.J. Res. 94. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to permit the reading of the 
Holy Bible and the offering of prayer in pub
lic schools; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. JoHNSTON when 
he introduced the above joint resolutions, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S.J. Res. 95. Joint resolution to amend the 

Constitution relative to Bible reading and 
prayers in educational institutions; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

RESOLUTIONS 

TIME FOR PRAYERFUL MEDITA
TION IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Mr. HARTKE submitted a resolution 
(S. Res. 164) favoring a time for prayer
ful meditation in public schools, which 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

<See the above resolution printed in 
full when submitted by Mr. HARTKE, 
which appears under a separate head
ing.) 

DISCOUNT RATE TO BE USED IN 
ANALYZING BENEFIT-COST RATIO 
IN LAND AND WATER RESOURCES 
PROJECTS 

Mr. PROXMIRE (for himself and Mr. 
LAUSCHE) submitted a resolution (S. Res. 
165) relative to the discount rate to be 
used in analyzing the bene:fi t-cost ratio 
in land and water resources projects, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full when submitted by Mr. PROXMIRE, 
which appears under a separate head
ing.) 

JURISDICTION OF FEDERAL POWER 
COMMISSION OVER CERTAIN IN
TERSTATE SALES OF NATURAL 
GAS 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, by 

request, I introduce, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to amend the Natural Gas 
Act to vest jurisdiction in the Federal 
Power Commission over certain inter
state sales of natural gas for industrial 
use. I ask unanimous consent that a 
letter from the Chairman of the Fed
eral Power Commission, requesting the 
proposed legislation, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the letter will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 1734) to amend the Nat
ural Gas Act to vest jurisdiction in the 
Federal Power Commission over certain 
interstate sales of natural gas for in
dustrial use, introduced by Mr. MAGNu
soN, by request, was received, read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Commit
tee on Commerce. 

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON 
is as follows: 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., June 12, 1963. 

Hon. LYNDON B. JoHNSON, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am submitting 
herewith as part of the Commission's 1963 
legislative program a proposed amendment 
to section 1 of the Natural Gas Act to give 
the Federal Power Commission jurisdiction 
over direct interstate sales of natural gas 
by producers and by pipelines to industrial 
consumers. Most industrial consumers pur
chase natural gas from local distribution 
companies which, in turn, purchase it from 
interstate pipelines for distribution to resi
dential, commercial, and industrial custo
mers. Not infrequently, however, industrial 
customers buy from the pipeline directly or 
in some instances directly from a producer 
with a pipeline providing merely a trans
portation function. 

Under existing law the Commission's au
thority is limited to sales for resaie in inter
state commerce; hence, the price and other 
terms of a direct sale by a pipeline to an in
dustrial consumer are outside the sphere of 
this Commission's regulatory authority. 
Similarly, existing law can be construed to 
permit a natural gas producer to escape the 
Commission's rate jurisdiction by contract
ing directly with industrial consumers and 
having a new or existing pipeline transport 
gas for the producer's account.1 As explained 
more fully below, this gap in the Commis
sion's jurisdiction has not been closed by 
adequate State regulation. As a result, the 
pipeline companies have set industrial gas 
prices to some industrial customers at levels 
exceeding costs plus reasonable profits, and 
are free to discriminate between industrial 

1 See, e.g., FPC v. Transcontinental Gas 
Pipe Line Corp., 365 U.S. 1 (1961) (dictum); 
Southern California Edison Co., CP61-172, 
application filed Dec. 23, 1960, Order Permit
ting Withdrawal of Application and Termi
nating Proceeding issued Jan. 3, 1963; Gulf 
Pacific Pipeline Co., CP63-223, applications 
filed Feb. 12, 1963. 

customers. And natural gas producers seek
ing to escape the Commission's jurisdiction 
have attempted to make direct industrial 
sales of gas which would be transported over 
pipelines serving only industrial customers, 
even though this may lead to uneconomic 
transportation and may divert natural gas 
resources from consumer markets where its 
use is most in the public interest.: 

The Natural Gas Act has been construed 
to leave the States free to regulate direct 
industrial sales, but many simply do not 
do so. In several States, attempts by regu
latory commissions to assert jurisdiction over 
these sales have been thwarted by the pipe
lines in the State courts which have held 
that interstate pipelines selling to individual 
consumers on a contract basis are not "pub
lic utilities" 3 or that such sales are not "in
trastate".• Consequently, these courts have 
held, the transactions are beyond the reach 
of the State commissions. Even the States 
which do regulate direct pipeline industrial 
sales frequently only require that the pipe
lines file rates negotiated between them and 
industrial customers, but, at least in the ab
sence of complaint, do not examine the con
tracts to see if they are fair, reasonable, 
and nondiscriminatory.5 The absence of ef
fective State regulation of these sales may 
refiect the difficulty a State commission 
would face in determining the portion of an 
interstate pipeline's total cost of service ap
plicable solely to direct industrial sales made 
within the particular State. That deter
mination would be extremely complex and 
time consuming. 

This system invites discrimination between 
customers on the basis of bargaining power
one of the principal evils public utility rate 
regulation is designed to cure. 

Since State regulation of these sales, in 
most cases, is either nonexistent or ineffec
tive, industrial rates charged by interstate 
pipelines are often much higher than could 
be justified by cost considerations. The 
attached schedule shows just how far out 
of line some pipelines' industrial sale prices 
are. Based on cost of service studies in con
nection with relatively recent rate cases, the 
figures show that seven out of eight major 
pipelines' revenues from industrial sales ex
ceeded costs--including a reasonable return 
on investment--by amounts ranging down
ward from 57 percent. Only one company's 
revenues from such sales approximated costs 
(revenues were about 1¥2 percent greater) 
and one company's prices to its direct in
dustrial customers yielded less than an ade
quate rate of return. The extent to which 
some industrial customers may have been 

:Southern California Edison Co., supra, 
note 1; Gulf Pacific Pipeline Co., supra, note 
1. 

a Mississippi River Fuel Corp. v. Illinois 
Commerce Commission, 1 Ill. 2d 509, 116 
N.E. 2d 394 (1953); Public Utilities Commis
sion v. Colorado Interstate Gas Co., 142 Colo. 
361, 351 P. 2d 241 (1960). See Mississippi 
River Fuel Corp. v. Hoffman, 4 Ill. 2d 468, 
123 N.E. 2d 503· (1955); City of St. Louis v. 
Mississippi River Fuel Corp., 97 F. 2d 726 
(8th Cir., 1938). Contra: Re Panhandle 
Eastern Pipeline Co., 21 P.U.R. 3d 267 (1957) 
(IlUnois Pub. Service Commission); Re: 
Cities Service Gas Co., 1931 E. P.U.R. 11 (Mo. 
Public Service Commission). 

4 Texas Gas Transmission Corp. v. Missis
sippi Public Serv. Comm'n., 241 Miss. 826, 133 
So. 2d 526 ( 1961) ; United Gas Pipe Line Co. 
v. Mississippi Public Service Commission, 241 
Miss. 762, 133 So. 2d 521 ( 1961) . 

s Minutes of the third meeting of the Fed
eral Power Commission Natural Gas Advisory 
Council, Oct. 31, 1962, p. 5. A thorough 
search of reported State public utility com
mission decisions turned up only one case 
in which a State commission altered a rate 
an interstate pipeline charged an industrial 
customer. 
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required to p ay prices h igher than might 
have been the case had the Commission 
exercised jurisdiction over the rate is sug
gested by one case where the company's 
rate for a sale subject to the jurisdiction of 
this Commission to a local distributor was 
23.2 cents per thousand cubic feet while its 
rate for an unregulated direct sale to an in
dustrial consumer was 45 cents per thousand 
cubic feet.6 

In addition, very large percentage in
creases are som.etimes forced upon industrial 
consumers: in one instance an industrial 
rate was raised almost 50 percent in 1 
year .7 

These facts strongly suggest that compe
tition alone is often inadequate to prevent 
rates for industrial gas sales from rising 
beyond cost-justified levels. This is not 
surprising, since in some regions and for 
some purposes, gas is the only available or 
practical fuel s and a particular pipeline the 
only available supplier. 

Not only is Commission jurisdiction over 
direct industrial sales necessary to protect 
industrial gas consumers, but it would also 
materially assist the Commission in better 
discharging its existing regulatory responsi
bilities. 

One such responsibility is to make sure 
that wellhead prices for gas :flowing in inter
state commerce are "just and reasonable." 
Where producers make direct industrial sales 
outside the Commission's jurisdiction, the 
prices they receive are apt to exceed the 
Commission's area rate ceiling.~ It is easy 
to understand that this gap in the statutory 
scheme for producer rate regulation provides 
an artificial incentive to producers to sell 
gas directly for industrial use rather than 
to pipelines for sale ultimately to domestic 
as well as industrial consumers. These 

• Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., 21 
P .U .R. 3d 267, 276 ( 1957). The rate to the 
distributor should be somewhat lower to re
:flect certain economies. However, the mag
nitude of the difference is probably out of 
proportion to that which could be justified 
by cost considerations. 

'Public Utilities Commission v. Colorado 
Interstate Gas Co., supra, note 3. 

s See, e.g. , Public Utilities Commission v. 
Colorado Interstate Gas Co., supra, note 3, 
at 255. 

• See authorities cited at note 1, supra. 

above-ceiling sales also exer.t an in:flation
ary pressure on jurisdictional sales by pro
ducers and may lead to widespread price 
increases under existing contracts for gas 
already :flowing subject to the Commission's 
jurisdiction. This is because many existing 
contracts provide for price increases in the 
event a producer in the area receives a higher 
price than the seller is currently receiving 
from an interstate, jurisdictional pipeline.u 
As a result, unregulated direct industrial 
sales by producers may lead to increases in 
the prices of gas paid by pipelines and, ulti
mately by residential, commercial, and in
dustrial customers whom the Natural Gas 
Act seeks to protect. 

Another problem which would disappear 
if the Commission had jurisdiction over di
rect sales to industrial customers is the 
practice of some pipelines to refuse to deliver 
additional gas to local distributors for resale 
in order to sell it directly to industrial con
sumers.11 Since the unregulated direct sale 
can frequently be made at higher rates, the 
reason for the pipeline's preference ls obvi
ous. But this practice often may not be in 

1o See, e.g., Shell Oil Co., Docket No. RI61~ 
515, Opinion No. 382 (decided Mar. 15, 1963), 
where new purchases from producers in west 
Texas were alleged to have triggered price 
increases under El Paso Natural Gas Co.'s 
contracts with other producers. The in
creases to which these producers were alleged 
to have become entitled, in turn, allegedly 
triggered price escalation clauses in a 
contract between El Paso and still another 
producer. See also Pure Oil Co., 25 FPC 383, 
387-91 (1961). 

n The problem is illustrated by the pro
ceedings in Arkansas-Louisiana Gas Co., 
Opinion No. 355, Apr. 18, 1962, 27 FPC 697, 
reversed sub nom Granite City Steel Co. v. 
F.P.C., C.A.D.C. Nos. 17150, 17151, May 23, 
1963. Extension of the time in which to 
seek rehearing has been requested. There 
a group of Mississippi's distributor customers 
sought to compel the pipeline to sell them 
additional gas which it was making available 
to direct industrial customers at rates not 
subject to Commission jurisdiction and ex
ceeding those the Commission permitted 
Mississippi to charge ite distributor cus
tomers. The Commission's order allocating 
additional gas to the distributors was set 
aside on review. 

the public interest. In the first place, it 
means that less gas is available for resale 
to consumers !or home heating-a use which 
the Commission, with court approval,12 has 
found may frequently be the best use for · 
natural gas. . 

Finally, direct industrial sales by pipelines 
or producers may, on occasion. prevent local 
distributors from making industrial sales 
within their service areas. These sales bene
fit home-heating customers by enabling 
local distributors to make sales during off
peak periods (i.e., when warm weather re
duces demand for space heating) , and thus 
to spread the cost of their distribution facil
ities and those purchased gas costs which 
do not vary with the amount taken l.3 over 
a greater volume of sales. The cost per 
unit of gas that the residential and com
mercial space-heating customers must pay 
is, in turn, decreased. Thus, Commission 
jurisdiction to regulate direct industrial 
sales by pipelines could put an end to the 
pipelines' preference for such sales over sales 
to local distribtuors for resale, thereby bene
fiting the natural gas consumers for whose 
protection the Natural Gas Act was passed. 

For these reasons-protection of industrial 
consumers, prevention of widespread field 
price increases under existing contracts, and 
removal of present incentives to withhold 
gas from local distributors in order to make 
it available for direct industrial sales-the 
Commission strongly recommends that it be 
given jurisdiction over direct industrial sales 
by natural gas companies. This authority 
will enable the Commission to require that 
interstate industrial gas sales will be made at 
such prices and on such terms as to realize 
the potential benefits of such sales to both 
industrial and domestic consumers. 

Commissioner O'Connor has asked me to 
note his opposition to this proposal. 

Sincerely, 
JoSEPH C . SwmLER, 

Chairman. 

12 F .P.C. v. T r anscontinental Gas Pi pe L i ne 
Corp., supra, m>te 1. 

1a Many pipeline rate schedules provide for 
both a commodity charge--ao much for each 
unit of gas taken-and a demand charge
so much for each unit of gas that the pipe
line stands ready to deliver. The latter 
charge does not vary with the volume of gas 
the distributor actually uses. 

Revenues f rom and cost of service to main-line direct ind·ustrial customers 

Staff allocated E xcess of revenues over 
R evenues from cost of service cost 

Name oi company direct indus- (including 
trial sales return) 

P eriod Source 

Amount P ercent 

United Gas P ipe Line Co _________ _______ __ ___ ___ _ $156, 782, 000 1 $154, 369, 300 $2,413,000 1. 56 12months to Mar. 31,1962 ' - - ---------- RP- 63-1. 
12montbstoJune30,1959 ' - - - ------ - -- G-20509 and RP-60-15. Southern Natural Gas Co __________ ______________ _ _ 29,586,741 27,099,448 2,487,293 9.18 

28,221.,299 26, 285,715 1, 935,584 7.36 12montbs to Mar. 31,1962. ------- ----- RP-60-3. 
23,644,287 24, 798,666 (1, 154, 379) (4. 66) 12 months to Mar. 31, 196L _ - -- - - - ---- RP-62-1 and rate in· 

El Paso Natural Gas Co ~ -- --- --- --- ---------- -- - - -Cities Service Gas Co.s ___ ____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ____ _ 

13,967,707 12months to N ov. 30,1962-------------
crease application . 

21, 907,593 7,939,886 56.84 RP-63-2. 
16,753,476 13,977,153 2, 776,323 19.86 12montbs to Sept. 30,1960 ___ __________ G- 14755et al. 
11,858,667 10,799,894 1, 058,773 9.80 12months to M ar. 31, 1961 2 __ _ _ __ _ _ __ __ G- 9262 and R P-61- 3. 

Mississippi River F uel Corp ______________ ____ __ __ _ 
P anhandle Eastern P ipe Line Co _______ ___ _______ _ 
Houston T exas Gas &: Oil Corp. (n (}W Florida Gas 

Transm ission Co.) . 
Alabama-Tennessee Nat ural Gas Co ____ __________ _ 2,603,596 2, 010, 746 592, 850 29. 48 Year 1959 _______ --- ----- ___ __ ____ __ ___ _ G-5471et al. 

1------------1----------- l-----------f------
T ot aL - ~-- -- - -- _ - -- - --- - -- - - - ---- - - -- --- - --- 292, 009, 422 

1 Based on average cost of ser vice for all nonjurisdictlonal business. Cost of service to public authorities and other nonjnrisdictional sales. Costs are total cost of non
to main-line industrial customers only m ay be lower than shown but is not readily jurisdictional service. 

de~~m~t!&:· NOTE.--Data are for most recent per iod available. Total revenues are 61.6 perceut 
a Revenues ar e primarily from industrial sales but also include revenues from sales r! Ijpc~r!t~~~ ~~~~~\ ~%esco~::nfe/961 by all n atural gas companies included 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 308(&) OF 
FEDERAL AVIATION ACT, RELAT
ING TO GRANT OF' EXCLUSIVE 
RIGHTS AT AIRPORTS 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, by 

request, I introduce, for appropriate ref-

erence, a bill to amend section 308 (a) of 
the Federal Aviation Act as it relates to 
the grant of exclusive rights at airports. 
I' ask unanimous consent to have a letter 
from the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Agency, requesting the pro
posed legislation, printed in the RECORD._ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the letter will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 1735) to amend section 
308 <a> of the Federal Aviation Act as it 
relates to the grant of exclusive rights 
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at airports, introduced by Mr. MAGNUSON, 
by request, was received, read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON 
is as follows: 

FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., June 5, 1963. 

Ron. LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed herewith is 
a draft bill "To amend section 308(a) of the 
Federal Aviation Act as it relates to the grant 
of exclusive rights at airports." 

This proposal is part of the Federal A via
tion Agency's legislative program for 1963 
and enactment by the Congress is recom
mended. Its purpose is to make the law clear 
and consistent with respect to the sale of 
aviation gasoline and oil at public airports. 
Three statutes are involved in this problem. 

Section 308(a) of the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958 prohibits the grant of exclusive rights 
for the use of landing areas "upon which 
Federal funds have been expended." Land
ing areas are defined to include airports (sec
tion 101). This prohibition appeared origi
nally in section 303 of the Civil Aeronautics 
Act of 1938 and was carried over Without 
change in the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. 
In 1941, the Attorney General of the United 
States was requested to interpret the pred
ecessor section 303 of the Civil Aeronautics 
Act. It was his opinion that the prohibition 
was directed to particular "aeronautical ac
tivities" and not solely to the use of an air
port for all purposes, and that the purpose 
of the section was to prohibit monopolies 
and to promote and encourage competition 
in civil aeronautics. 

The Federal Airport Act (40 U.S.C. 1101) 
authorizes the Administrator to require as
surances from airport sponsors requesting 
Federal aid that the airport will be operated 
consistent with the terms of that act. This 
includes, among other things, assurances 
that the airport will be available for public 
use "on fair and reasonable terms and with
out unjust discrimination" (section 11 (1)). 

The Surplus Property Act of 1944, as 
amended in 1947 (50 U.S.C. App. 1622(g)), 
provides that disposals of surplus airport 
property shall be subject to the condition 
that the grantee shall not grant any exclu
sive right for the use of the airport to the 
exclusion of others in the same class. For 
the purpose of this condition, section 13(g) 
(2) (C) of that act defines "exclusive right" 
to mean-

1. Any exclusive right to use the airport 
for conducting any particular aeronautical 
activity requiring operation of aircraft; 

2. Any exclusive right to engage in the sale 
or supplying of aircraft, aircraft accessories, 
equipment or supplies (excluding the sale of 
gasoline and oil) , or aircraft services neces
sary for the operation of aircraft (including 
the maintenance and repair of aircraft, air
craft engines, propellers and appliances). 

The effect of the foregoing is to prohibit 
the grant of exclusive rights involving aero
nautical activities at airports obtained from 
the Government under the Surplus Property 
Act. However, the sale of gasoline and oil is 
expressly excepted from this prohibition. 

In the administration of these three provi
sions of law over the past 20 years there have 
been numerous policy shifts with respect to 
whether airport owners should be permitted 
to grant or exercise exclusive rights for the 
sale of aviation gasoline and oil. For ex
ample, in the case of agreements entered into 
pursuant to the development of landing 
areas program which was initiated in 1940, 
the sale of gasoline and oil was uniformly 
held not to be an "aeronautical activity" for 
which the grant of an exclusive right would 
be prohibited by section 303 of the Civil 
Aeronautics Act, as construed by the At-

torney General. On the other hand, grant 
agreements entered into pursuant to the 
Federal Airport Act from October 1946 until 
March 1948 expressly prohibited the grant of 
exclusive rights to sell gas and oil. However, 
this prohibition was premised on the author
ity contained in the Federal Airport Act, as 
distinguished from the Civil Aeronautics Act. 
Subsequently, these grant agreements were 
changed to prohibit only those exclusive 
rights barred by section 303 of the Civil Aero
nautics Act and, as such, were not considered 
to prohibit the grant of an exclusive right for 
the sale of gasoline and oil. Additionally, 
deeds executed under the Surplus Property 
Act have uniformly incorporated the lan
guage of that statute, which excludes the 
sale of gasoline and oil from the exclusive 
rights prohibition. Besides the gasoline and 
oil provision, the various types of grant 
agreements have also contained differing re
quirements over the years with reference to 
other kinds of exclusive rights. A study un
dertaken by CAA in 1955 summarized the 
problem to that date as follows: 

"The important thing, for purposes of 
this study, is that different exclusive right 
provisions were incorporated in the three 
types of airport operation agreements (grant 
agreements, surplus property instruments of 
disposal, and section 16 deeds) as has been 
seen. The importance of this lies not only 
in the fact that different airports have been 
treated differently in this regard but in the 
fact that 216 airports are now covered by 
2 of the 3 types of agreements and 5 by all 3 
types. This of course further complicates a 
situation already complicated by the fact 
that many of those and other airports are 
covered by 2 or 3 of the forms of grant agree
ments which have been used and the fact 
that 389 airports are covered not only by 1 or 
more forms of grant agreements and surplus 
property instruments of disposal but by at 
least 1 of the 5 forms of AP-4 agreements 
each of which, as previously noted, is like the 
form of section 16 deed in that it prohibits 
only the types of exclusive rights forbidden 
by the Civil Aeronautics Act." 

Last year the issue as to grants of ex
clusive rights at public airports was square
ly presented to this Agency for the first 
time. Disputes arose at several airports 
wherein the Agency was requested to deter
mine that the airport operators were in 
violation of their agreements with the Gov
ernment as a result of contracts which they 
were contemplating or had ente~red into 
granting an exclusive right to sell gasallne 
and oil or to conduct other aeronautteal 
activities. 

The matter was brought to my attention 
and I held numerous meettngs with all of 
the parties involved, giving each an oppor
tunity to present the issues directly to me. 
In the course of investigating the com
plaints, it became necessary for the Agency 
to review the entire history of the laws 
and policies relating to exclusive rights and 
determine anew what policies should pre
vail in light of airport operations as they 
exist today. From this review, the Agency 
developed for the first time a comprehensive 
definition of those "aeronautical activities" 
which should fall within the prohibition 
against exclusive rights contained ir. section 
308(a) of the Federal Aviation Act. Such 
"aeronautical activity" is now defined as 
"any activity which involves, makes possible, 
or is required for the operation of aircraft, 
or which contributes to or is required for 
the safety of such operations." The term 
as defined would include charter operations, 
pilot training, aircraft rental and sightsee
ing, aerial photography, crop dusting, aerial 
advertising and surveying, air carrier opera
tions, aircraft sales and services, sale of 
aviation petroleum products whether or not 
conducted in conjunction with other in
cluded activities, repair and maintenance of 
aircraft, sale of aircraft parts, and any 

other activities which because of their di
rect relationship to the operation of air
craft can appropriately be regarded as an 
"aeronautical activity." 

It is the view of the Agency that this 
definition comports with the reality of the 
large-scale aviation business activities now 
being conducted on the Nation's airports, 
practically all of which have received or are 
receiving Federal funds. In our opinion, 
this definition is not only the legally correct 
one, but also the only one consistent with 
the traditional policy of our Government to 
foster fair competition and discourage the 
grant of monopolies. 

Accordingly, in administering section 308 
(a) of the Federal Aviation Act, this Agency 
now takes the position that granting an ex
clusive right for the sale of gasoline and oil 
is unlawful at a public airport upon which 
Federal funds have been expended. How
ever, because of the. express exclusion of the 
sale of gasoline and oil from the "exclusive 
right" prohibition in the Surplus Property 
Act, the grant of an exclusive right for this 
purpose at a surplus property airport re
mains lawful. Consequently, we feel legally 
obligated to countenance such grants even 
though these airports may be currently re
ceiving Federal funds. There is no logical 
basis for this distinction. The Federal pol
icy of promoting fair competition is as valid 
when applied to an airport conveyed by the 
Federal Government pursuant to the provi
sions of the Surplus Property Act as it is 
when applied to a nonsurplus property air
port "upon which Federal funds have been 
expended." 

We believe that the factual situation has 
altered sufficiently since 1947 to warrant this 
clarification of congressional policy. Except 
for their derivation, there is nothing to dis
tinguish the 531 surplus property airports 
from the approximately 1,400 other airports 
with which the Federal Government has 
agreements of one form or another. They 
receive identical consideration under the 
Federal-aid airport program and in the in
stallation and maintenance of Federal air 
navigation facilities. For the same reasons, 
they should be equally subject to any statu
tory restrictions. 

A more detailed discussion of the legal and 
policy considerations supporting this recom
mendation is set forth in the statement of 
Agency policy which I personally approved 
and issued on July 17, 1962, a copy of which 
is attached. If the Federal Aviation Act is 
amended as we are proposing, it is our in
tention to apply the same policies set forth 
in this statement. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that 
there is no objection from the standpoint of 
the administration's program to the submis
sion of this proposed legislation to the 
Congress. 

Sincerely, 
N. E. HALABY, 

Administrator. 

NATIONAL PARK DESIGNATION FOR 
ARCHES 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I in
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to authorize the creation of Arches Na
tional Park in the State of Utah. This 
spectacular area is now a national monu
ment, but it fully deserves the recogni
tion, standing, and prestige which will 
come from national park designation. 

Arches is located in the heart of the 
famed Red Rock country of southeastern 
Utah, just to the north across the Colo
rado River from the picturesque town 
of Moab. 

Eighty-eight openings that are large 
·enough to be classed as arches have been 
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discovered within the boundaries of this 
national monument, hence the origin of 
its name. Other arches are probably 
hidden away in remote and rugged parts 
of the area. Spectacular towers, sweep
ing coves, shapes resembling figures of 
men and animal&, balanced rocks, and 
other weird forms resulting from the 
combined action of running water, wind, 
rain, frost, and sun, form a setting to 
which the arches themselves are a ma
jestic culmination. 

Among the most famous scenic areas 
are the Windows section, and Devils 
Garden containing famous Landscape 
Arch, which is 291 feet long and is be
lieved to be the longest natural-stone 
span in the world. Similarly, Klondike 
Bluffs and Delicate Arch must not be 
missed in any visit to Arches. The lat
ter, delicately supported on either side 
by a slender column, rises sharply to 
achieve a towering pinnacle higher than 
a six -story building. 

NEGLECTED FOR 27 YEARS 

Although the Arches National Monu
ment was set aside by Presidential 
proclamation on April 12, 1929, the area 
was sadly neglected for decades. It was 
not until 1956, 27 years later, that the 
first substantial development took place 
under the great Mission 66 program 
which was pioneered by President Eisen
hower and initiated in that year. Since 
1956, a great deal has been accomplished 
in building roads, trails, buildings, and 
utilities to make the area accessible to 
increasing numbers of visitors and to 
provide the facilities necessary to make 
their stay more comfortable, enjoyable, 
and informative. 

I was pleased to work with the Na
tional Park Service in accelerating the 
construction of a new access road to 
Arches. It was completed in 1958 and 
climbs through the sandstone cliffs be
hind the monument's headquarters and 
passes through the Courthouse Towers 
section. Since that time, the number of 
visitors has skyrocketed from 25,400 in 
1957 to 105,700 in 1962. 

NEW VISITORS' CENTER 

It was my pleasure in May of 1962 to 
attend and participate in the dedication 
of the Arches visitors' center, also an 
important part of the Mission 66 pro
gram. This splendid edifice, with its 14 
exhibits that will be of endless fascina
tion to visitors, including the new pro
jection room, is an important step in 
the development of the tourist potential 
in southeastern Utah. It was first pro
gramed in 1958, and funds were made 
available on July 1 of that year. The 
center itself was finished and accepted 
by the National Park Service in 1960, 
although the special exhibits were not 
completed until March 1962. 

ARCHES MERITS PARK STATUS 

It is obvious to me that the Arches 
National Monument with its great new 
development now fully merits national 
park status. In 1961 I introduced a bill 
to give national park status to Arches, at 
which time I observed that it met every 
appropriate standard for a national park 
and noted, for example, that it is of vir
tually the same size as Bryce Canyon 
National Park but possessed of a unique 

beauty of its own. Secretary of the In
terior Stewart Udall has stated that acre 
for acre southern Utah contains the 
greatest concentration of scenic won
ders in the Nation, and during a trip 
to this spectacular region in 1961, he 
singled out Arches National Monument 
as being one of the areas he considered 
fully deserving of national park status. 

Yet, the spectacular towers, arches, 
and other weird formations of the present 
Arches National Monument make up a 
scenic splendor which is enjoyed by too 
few people. Even with the vast increase 
in visitors to Arches since the comple
tion of the new access road and visitors' 
center, the number is far below that of 
the nearby national parks. While Grand 
Canyon was visited by 1,446,500 tourists 
in 1962, Zion National Park received 
622,100 visitors, and Bryce Canyon Na
tional Park 251,000, the visitors to Arches 
National Monument numbered 105,700. 
Thus the people of America are being 
denied and are denying themselves the 
stirring experience of visiting this truly 
fantastic and awe-inspiring area. 

A principal reason for the relatively 
small number of visitors is, I am sure, 
the fact that Archs has not received na
tional park designation. Its present 
national monument status does not carry 
with it in the public mind the prestige 
associated with national parks. Such 
recognition is not only deserved, but long 
overdue. 

I sincerely urge the Congress and the 
Department of Interior to lend their sup
port to this measure to give Arches the 
additional recognition and prestige it so 
richly merits. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill <S. 1736) to establish Arches 
National Monument as Arches National 
Park, introduced by Mr. BENNETT, was 
received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Intelior 
and Insular Affairs. 

TAX DEDUCTION FOR CONTRIBU
TIONS TO NATIONAL AND STATE 
POLITICAL COMMITTEES 
Mr. SMATHE:g.B. Mr. President, I 

introduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code 
in order to allow a deduction, or credit, 
against tax for contributions to National 
and State political committees. 

The proposed legislation is in line with 
the recommendations of the President's 
Bipartisan Commission on Campaign 
Costs. 

In a letter dated April 30, 1963, ad
dressed to the President of the Senate, 
the President of the United States urged 
Congress to give this matter prompt and 
favorable consideration in order to en
courage a greater percentage of the pub
lic to participate in the financial aspects 
of political campaigns. 

Specifically, the proposal provides two 
tax incentives: 

First, it would enable any person who 
so desires to contribute $20 or less to a 
National or State political committee, 
and in turn obtain a tax credit for one
half of the contribution made. In the 
case of a joint return the limit would be 

doubled. Thus the maximum tax cred
it in the case of a joint return would be 
$20 in a taxable year. 

The second proviso would pertain to 
larger contributions, and would allow a 
taxpayer to deduct from his taxable in
come the full amount of his political con
tributions up to a maximum of $500. 

Too often we have heard the hue and 
cry that too much reliance has been 
placed upon large contributions from 
special interest groups to candidates and 
the inference of undue influence being 
exerted, regardless of whether or not in 
fact this exists. 

I believe the proposed legislation will 
encourage greater public participation, 
bringing about a freer flow of funds from 
. small contributors, thus immeasurably 
reducing the impact of larger contri
butions on the political candidate. 

It is a healthy situation to encourage 
the public with particular reference to 
the small contributor to take a more 
active financial participation in political 
campaigns. 

I am confident that the public re
sponse will be greater where these in
centives are provided to the taxpayer, 
and the good that is bound to result from 
them will very definitely be in the na
tional interest. 

I, too, hope that in line with the wishes 
of the President of the United States, 
prompt and favorable consideration will 
be given to this proposed legislation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill (S. 1746) to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow 
a deduction or credit against tax for con
tributions to National and State political 
committees, introduced by Mr. SMATHERS, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

RECONSTRUCTION OF EXISTING 
14TH STREET BRIDGE ACROSS 
THE POTOMAC RIVER 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I in

troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to authorize the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia to reconstruct the 
substructure and to replace the super
structure of the existing 14th Street or 
Highway Bridge across the Potomac 
River. 

The proposed measure refers to one 
of the two bridges authorized for the 
14th Street crossing by Congress in 1946. 
The first of these bridges was opened to 
traffic on May 9, 1950, and the second 
bridge was completed and opened to traf
fie on January 26, 1962. During this pe
riod, the number of vehicles crossing the 
Potomac River in this corridor increased 
from about 52,000 in 1946 to approxi
mately 124,000 in April of 1963. 

It· is increasingly evident that the au
thorization contained in the legislation 
of 1946 requires reappraisal if we are to 
meet the traffic demands for this area 
in the future. The lanes presently in 
use on the Southwest Freeway and the 
outbound lanes on 14th Street and 15th 
Street extended now carry an outbound 
traffic flow to the bridge crossing in ex
cess of 6,600 vehicles during the p.m. 
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peak hour. This exceeds the practicable was received, read twice by its title, and 
capacity of the crossing, and it is evident referred to the Committee on the Dis
that the problem will become increasing- trict of Columbia. 
ly severe when the Southwest Freeway 
is connected with the Center Leg and the THE PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL 
remainder of the Inner Loop Freeway AMENDMENT ON BmLE READING 
System. After these connections are 
made, the 14th Street end of the South- AND SCHOOL PRAYERS 
west Freeway can easily deliver 9,000 
vehicles per hour to the river crossing, 
a volume which, according to the District 
Director of Highways and Trame, H. L. 
Aitken, will require not less than 6 free
flowing lanes. 

The Commonwealth of Virginia is also 
interested in the proposed project in re
lation to plans for reconstruction of the 
Shirley Highway on the general plan of 
a 3-2-3 configuration; that is, the out
side roadways consisting of three lanes 
of each serving traffic in either a north 
or south direction, with the two inner 
lanes reversible, depending upon peak 
traffic requirements. District of Colum
bia tramc engineers have been planning 
in close coordination with the highway 
department of the State of Virginia. 

General plans for reconstruction of the 
old 14th Street Bridge contemplate some 
reconstruction of the piers and the erec
tion of a new superstructure similar in 
design to that of the new southbound 
bridge. The estimated cost would be in 
the range of $3 to $4 million. 

It is worth noting, Mr. President, that 
the estimated cost will be more than 
compensated for in the time that would 
be saved by Government workers com
muting from Virginia. Studies by the 
Department of Highways and Traffic of 
the District of Columbia indicate that 
between April 1953 and April 1963, the 
volume of traffic across the Potomac 
River has increased approximately 34.7 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] is recog-
nized. _ 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I introduce, for appropriate 
reference, on behalf of myself and the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER]. 
and the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
ALLOTT] a proposed amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, the 
purpose of which is to override the re
cent decision of the Supreme Court 
wherein the Court prohibited the read
ing of the Bible and the recitation of 
the Lord's Prayer in public schools. 

In my opinion, this decision is not in 
accord with the principles upon which 
our country was founded and upon which 
our Government was established. We as 
Americans have always prided ourselves 
upon being a Christian nation and have 
ofttimeg._....;perhaps too righteously so-
pointed the finger of scorn at atheistic 
nations. The early founders of our Re
public were men who while determined 
to maintain a separation of church and 
state were also men who recognized our 
dependence upon the Supreme Being. 

Congress just a few years ago added 
the words "under God" in our Pledge of 
Allegiance. 

Our national anthem contains this 
reference to God: 

percent, so that the Potomac River And this be our motto "in God is our 
bridges are now carrying a daily traffic in trust." 
excess of 308,000 vehicles, or approxi- The senate of the United States, un-
mately half a million persons. der one of its established rules, cannot 

I am informed by Mr. Aitken that his open a session without first having a 
traffic engineers have made comparative prayer by the Chaplain or his repre
time studies of traffic on the Southwest sentative. 
Freeway corridor before and after open- our coins bear the inscription "in God 
ing of the present freeway section. They Is our Trust," and over the main en
learned that as a result of the freeway trance to the Senate Chamber this same 
work ah·eady accomplished there is an inscription appears in bold letters. 
average saving of 5 to 6 minutes for each When a Member of the Senate takes 
vehicle trip during peak traffic hours and his oath of office the last words in that 
approximately 2 minutes for each vehicle oath are "So help me God." 
trip during nonpeak hours. The applica- our whole system of government from 
tion of these savings to some 120,000 ve- its earliest establishment has been based 
hicles per day results in a saving in ex- on the fact that we do recognize our
cess of 6,000 man-hours per day. The selves as being a Christian Nation. This 
savings would be extended with the does not mean that we as a people do 
bridge reconstruction proposed in the not respect the right of any individual 
pending proposal. to select his own religion. This does not 

Since, under the best of circumstances, mean that we do not extend to an in
the proposed bridge could not be opened dividual his right to be an atheist; that 
in less than 3 years from its authoriza- is his individual right. 
tion, it is my hope that the Congress will But we can respect those individual 
act expeditiously on this measure. rights and still preserve our dignity as a 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will Christian Nation, and certainly if the 
be received and appropriately referred. majority of the people in any school dis-

The bill <S. 1748) to authorize the trict wish to have the Bible read or the 
Commissioners of the District of Colum- Lord's Prayer repeated in their schools 
bia to reconstruct the substructure and that is an American heritage. 
to replace the superstructure of the ex- Much bas been said about the impor
isting 14th Street or Highway Bridge tance of the American Government's 
across the Potomac River, and for other portraying a good image to the nations 
purposes, introduced by Mr. RANDOLPH, of the world. There is nothing that could 

be more disastrous to the world's opinion 
of our country than to leave the impres
sion that we who had prided ourselves 
upon being a Christian Nation are now 
renouncing our dependence upon our 
God. 

I know of no stronger argument that 
could be made in support of the need of 
this constitutional amendment than to 
quote Mr. Justice Stewart, who in his 
dissenting opinion said: 

We err • • • if we do not recognize, as a 
matter of history and as a matter of the 
imperatives of our free society, that religion 
and government must necessarily interact in 
countless ways. 

Continuing, Mr. Justice Stewart cited 
example after example of the interac
tion-from the use of prayer in the open
ing of courts and Congress to the State 
support of chaplains to minister to those 
in the armed forces who, of their own 
choice, seek such ministry. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
joint resolution lie on the desk until June 
25 in order that any Senator who wishes 
to join as a cosponsor may have an op
portunity to do so. 

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous 
consent that the joint resolution may be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolution will be received and appropri
ately referred; and, without objection, 
the joint resolution will be printed in 
the RECORD and will lie on the desk, as 
requested. 

The joint resolution <S.J. Res. 91) pro
posing an amendment to the Constitu
tion of the United States to permit the 
offering of prayer in public schools, in
troduced by Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware 
<for himself and other Senators) , was 
received, read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled (two-thirds of 
each House concurring therein), That the 
following article is hereby proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which shall be valid to all 
intents and purposes as part of the Con
stitution when ratified by the legislatures of 
three-fourths of the several States: 

"ARTICLE-
"SECTION 1. Nothing contained in this 

Constitution shall be construed to prohibit 
the authority administering any school, 
school system, or educational institution 
supported in whole or in part from any public 
funds from providing for the participation 
by the students thereof in any periods of 
Bible reading or nonsectarian prayer if such 
participation is voluntary. 

"SEC. 2. This article shall be inoperative 
unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the legis
latures of three-fourths of the several States 
within seven years from the date of its sub
mission to the States by the Congress." 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I also ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the REcORD an edi
torial which appeared under date of June 
18 in Washington's leading newspaper, 
the Evening Star, following by the lead 
editorial of the Wall Street Journal of 
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June 19; in which both editors point out 
the error of this decision. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: . 

[From the Evening Star, June 18, 1963] 
THE COURT BARS THE LORD'S PRAYER 

The Supreme Court has spoken. Both the 
Lord's Prayer and Bible reading have been 
barred from the public schools. This comes 
not as a surprise. But in our view it is a 
shame. 

It all seems so silly. Writing for the 
majority, Justice Clark conjured up dread
ful prospects if the Court should allow a 
pr~yer to besaid in a public school. To per
rmt such a thing, he argued, would depart 
from the concept of a Government that 
must be neutral in religious matters. And 
he went on to say: "The breach of neutral
ity that is today a trickling stream may all 
too soon become a raging torrent." Perhaps 
there is something to be said for this as 
rhetoric. But it is nonsense when measured 
against the rise of secularism and material
ism in this country since the Founding 
Fathers drafted the first amendment. We 
mention this because it helps a little tn 
understanding what Justice Clark must have 
had in mind when he said that the applica
tion of his concept of neutrality requires 
"interpretation of a delicate sort." Delicate 
indeed. 

Justice Stewart, the lone dissenter, stated 
his understanding of what is meant by the 
first amendment's guarantee of religious 
freedom. It is a forthright statement, and it 
appeals to us. "What our Constitution in
dispensably protects," he said, "is the free
dom of each of us, be he Jew or Agnostic, 
Christian or Atheist, Buddhist or Free
thinker, to believe or disbelieve, to worship 
or not worship, to pray or to keep silent ac
cording to his own conscience, uncoerced' and 
unrestrained by government." To us, this is 
quite different from saying that the Consti
tution forbids one child, who may wish to do 
so, to recite the Lord's Prayer in a public 
school merely because some other child, 
who does not want to pray and who is not 
required to pray, objects. 

Also interesting were some comments by 
Justice Goldberg in a concurring opinion, in 
which Justice Harlan joined. 

Justice Go~dberg, of course, agreed with 
the majority ruling. But he seemed a bit 
disturbed by Justice Clark's neutral concept. 
"Untutored devotion to the concept of neu
trality," he said "can lead * * * to a brood
ing and pervasive devotion to the secular and 
a passive, or even active hostility to the 
religious." For our part, we think the 
court's school rulings in the area of religion, 
although certainly not so intended, have al
ready led to a climate of passive and perhaps 
even active hostility to the religious. At an
other point, Justice Goldberg, in what we 
take to be a reference to Justice Clark's trick
ling stream and raging torrent, added: "It 
is of course true that great consequences can 
grow from small beginnings, but the measure 
of constitutional adjudication is the ability 
and willingness to distinguish between real 
threat and mere shadow." 

If we may put our own interpretation on 
this, we think it is a comment which hits the 
nail squarely on the head. For in this rul
ing, and in some of those that preceded it, 
the court has done precisely what Justice 
Goldberg warned against-mistaken mere 
shadow for real threat. 

In the process God and religion have all 
but been driven from the public schools. 
What remains? Will the baccalaureate serv
ice and Christmas carols be the next to go? 
Don't bet against it. 

fFrom the Wall Street Journal, June 19, 
1963] 

IMAGINED DANGERS AND REAL ISSUES 

Of all the dangers to a free society of 
which our forefathers were fearful, and 
against which they sought to safeguard the 
people in the Constitution, the one that 
time has proved of no danger is that the 
state would prescribe a religious belief. 

In our history we have had many con
stitutional crises, some of which nearly tore 
the country apart. We are torn today by 
a constitutional issue, that of the treatment 
of our Negro citizens, which will require 
the utmost efforts of great minds to resolve 
without lasting political wounds. 

But nowhere in our history will you find 
any serious threat by any church or sect 
to seize the state or to persuade the state 
to use its power to establish it as the state 
religion. 

This elementary fact of our history, quite 
apart from all of the philosophical argu
ments, seems to us to make absolute non
sense of the Supreme Court's decision about 
Bible readings in the public schools. A 
more ponderous effort upon a more trivial 
issue has rarely, if ever, emerged from the 
robed men who sit upon that Bench. 

This is not to say that the result of the 
decision is trivial, or that its consequences 
do not now raise grave questions. For what 
the Supreme Court has done, in the name 
of protecting us from the establishment of 
religion by the state, is to establish secular
ization-atheism, if you would have it 
bluntly-as the one belief to which the 
state's power will extend its protection. 

Thus if you believe in the God of the 
Jews, the God of the Christians, or the God 
of Islam, you are denied absolutely any 
public expression of it in the schools which 
the public supports. Hereafter the views 
of the nonbeliever alone are sheltered by 
the full panoply of the state's police powers. 

The legal and philosophical answer to 
this interpretation of the Constitution, it 
seems to us, has been well put by Mr. Justice 
S~ewart. "We err * * * if we do not recog
nize, as a matter of history and as a matter of 
the _imperatives of our free society, that 
religwn and government must necessarily 
interact in countless ways." He cites ex
ample after example of the interaction
from the use of prayer in the opening of 
courts and Congress to the state support of 
chaplains to minister to those in the Armed 
Forc_es who, of their own choice, seek such 
mimstry. 

And he puts his finger surely upon the 
specious argument of Government neutral
ity about religion. The duty of the state 
is to accommodate those differences of 
belief which a free society makes inevitable, 
not to try to set up impermissible cate
gories and so throw its weight against those 
who may desire public expression of their 
beliefs. 

"A compulsory State educational system 
so structures a child's life," he observes 
"that if religious exercises are held to b~ 
impermissible in schools, religion is placed 
at an artificial and state-created disadvan
tage." In short, not neutrality but state 
action against religion. 

Yet much as we share Justice Stewart's 
views, it is not alone the philosophy of the 
?ourt majority that troubles us. Surely it 
IS a distortion of the Constitution to suggest 
that when the Founding Fathers put into it 
the prohibition against the establishment 
of religio~". ~he)' were aiming even distantly 
at a prohibitiOn against the reading of Scrip
ture or of prayers in public bodies, including 
the schools. To them establishment meant 
literal~y setti~g up a state religion. 

It is certainly a distortion of the views of 
sucb men as Madison and Jefferson and 
Rogers Williams to suggest that their devo-

tion to religious liberty is somehow the seed 
of the view to which this Court lias now 
come, depriving people of the liberty to 
express their religious views openly in the 
school. 

And what are we to make of it when this 
Court, in order to buttress this opinion, 
reminds us of the danger that powerful 
sects * * * Inight bring about a fusion of 
governmental and religious functions? Are 
we to suppose that this danger, rightly 
guarded against by the Constitution, is 
somehow now threatened because schoolchil
dren hear the Bible read? 

Apparently so. For in warning us against 
this minor encroachment against the Con
stitution, the Court thunders that "the 
breach of neutrality that is today a trickling 
stream may all too soon become a raging 
torrent." Here, without doubt, is upside
down logic. For if there has been any con
sistent trend in our religious history it is 
that what might once have been des~ribed 
as a raging torrent of religious intolerance 
has become by comparison a trickling stream. 

It is this disparity between argument and 
reality, bet:ween cause and remedy, that 
~roubles us In the Court's decision. Perhaps 
It is undesirable public policy-although we 
do not think so-to provide a moment of 
prayer, or a brief reading of the Scriptures, 
m a school whose purpose is to teach the 
ideas upon which Western society is based. 

But it is wholly ridiculous to argue that 
this practice, followed by generation after 
generation without injury to our institu
tions, is now suddenly become a thing to un
dermine the Republic and demand the most 
absolute prohibitions against it in the name 
of the Constitution. 

And it does not augur well for the future 
to see our highest judges torture history 
a~d turn metaphysical handsprings to jus
tify that which they wish to decide. In the 
real constitutional issues which face the Na
tion today we should not have to fear that 
small minds will be brought to great 
questions. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, if I have the :floor I would like 
to yield to the Senator froin Maryland 
[Mr. BEALL], who wishes to address him
self to the same subject. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President I shall be 
happy to join as cosponsor with the Sen
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am 
delighted to have the Senator join. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF CON
STITUTION RELATING TO THE 
READING OF THE BIBLE AND THE 
OFFERING OF PRAYER IN PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I intro
duce, f?r appropriate reference, a joint 
resolutiOn and ask that it lie on the desk 
until the close of business on Tuesday 
June 25, so that my colleagues may hav~ 
a chance to add their names as co-
sponsors. 

The joint resolution proposes an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
Unite~ States to permit the reading of 
the Bible and the offering of prayer in 
public schools. · 

This action on my part is prompted 
by the ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court 
on Monday, June 17, in the case brought 
by a Baltimore, Md., woman who ob
jected to her son's having to listen to 
Bible reading and the saying of the 
Lord's Prayer in the Baltimore public 
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school which he attended. The Supreme 
Court ruled, 8 to 1, that it is unconstitu
tional to engage in Bible reading and 
recitation of the Lord's Prayer in public 
schools. 

I respect the Court's decision. I am 

. reading of the Bible and the o:f:Iering of 
prayer in public schools, introduced by 
Mr. BEALL, was received, read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee 

. on the Judiciary. 

not critical of the Court. Its honorable PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL 
and able members interpreted the pro- AMENDMENTS TO PRESERVE AND 
visions of the Constitution as it stands PROTECT REFERENCES TO RELI-
today. However, the Constitution itself ANCE UPON GOD IN GOVERN-
makes provision for its own amend-
ment-by two-thirds of the two Houses MENTAL MATTERS AND THE 
of Congress and the legislatures of at READING OF THE BmLE AND 
least three-fourths of the respective PRAYER IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
States. Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

If it takes a constitutional amendment have a matter of vital importance, and I 
to permit Bible reading and prayer in ask unanimous consent that I be allowed 
the public schools, the Congress of the to speak for 6 minutes. 
United States and the legislatures of the The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
respective States should waste no time in jection to the request of the Senator 
amending the Constitution. from South Carolina? The Chair hears 

I believe the people of the Nation none, and the Senator is recognized for 
should be permitted to make their wishes 6 minutes. 
known. This can be done effectively and Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, when 
fairly by giving them a voice in the mat- the Supreme Court ruled last year that a 
ter through their respective State legisla- government body could not require a 
tures. As a constitutional amendment specific prayer to be read in public 
requires ratification by three-fourths of schools, I hoped then that the Court 
the State legislatures, my measure gives would go no further in the restricting of 
the people an opportunity to speak religious education in our public schools. 
through their local representatives in However, the Supreme Court on Monday 
the State legislatures. rendered an ungodly decision, one con.:. 

I recently took a poll in my State of temptuous of God and religion. 
Maryland and I found that 71 percent Although some will argue that the 
of the people favor Bible reading in the Supreme Court simply rliled that no om
schools even if that should require new cial of any public school system can re
legislation, while only 20 percent were · quire or sponsor the reading of the Bible 
opposed and 9 percent were in doubt. I or the reciting of prayers in our schools, 
consider my poll a fair sampling of pub- the ruling in essence, if enforced and 
lie opinion. And I have no reason to followed by the people, will abolish pray
think that the people of other States feel ing and the reading of the Bible in public 
differently on this subject. schools. 

There is a wealth of evidence from our · Schoolteachers run our classrooms. 
traditions, customs, laws and practices . Schoolteachers are officials of the school 
which prove us to be a religious people system, and therefore, under the ruling 
whose institutions presuppose a Supreme of the Court, they cannot even suggest, 
Being. much less require, the reading of our 

None of our citizens, young or old, Bible or the reciting of prayers in the 
should be coerced into participating in classrooms. 
any particular religious exercises. .BY Despite the Supreme Court ruling, I 
the same token, none of our citizens, am lirging schoolteachers and schools to 
young or old, should be prevented continue the reading of the Bible and to 
from participating. The constitutional continue praying in classrooms. 
amendment would permit local author- There is no statutory provision to 

. ities to provide opportunity to its citi- penalize the school officials for defying 
zens to exercise this phase of freedom. the Supreme Court. They can continue 

Should we not get this situation to pray and read the Bible in schools 
straightened out by amending the con- until a court injunction is issued in each 
stitution, it is not unreasonable to say individual and every case, restraining 
that Christmas and Easter displays, rec- them from continuing the practice in 
ognition of days of religious significance, defiance of the Supreme Court. 
study and appreciation of religious lead- Monday, as I stood in the Supreme 
ers and their contributions are marked Court prior to the rendering of this deci
for extinction. sion, the Court crier, in opening theses-

Section 1 of the article of amendment sion of the U.S. Supreme Court, declared, 
"God save the United States and this 

· states: honorable Court." The Supreme Court Nothing contained in thts Constitution 
shall be construed to prohibit the authority never convenes for business without its 
administering any school, school system, or crier calling out to God Almighty to save 
educational institution supported in whole this Nation and the Supreme Court. 
or in part from any public funds from pro- What court of justice is this which 
viding for the voluntary participation by calls upon God to save it every day it 
the students thereof in the reading of pas- works, when it turns around and denies 
sages from the Bible or in regularly sched- the same privilege to the children in our 
uled periods of nonsectarian prayer. schools? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint Immediately after the Supreme Court's 
resolution will be received and appro- decision was announced, there came 
priately referred. news reports from across the Nation 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 91) pro- concerning individuals who intend to 
posing an amendment to the Constitu- bring suits up to the Supreme Court to 
tion of the United States to permit the eliminate the words "Under God" now 

contained in our Pledge of Allegiance 
to the Flag, and to remove the language 
"In God We Trust" from our money. 

No doubt other suits will follow con
cerning the religious aspects embodied 
in our Government and political life, 
which have been handed down to us since 
our Founding Fathers declared our in
dependence and created this Nation. 
There was reference to God Almighty 
in our Declaration of Independence, and 
there have been close ties between our 
Nation and God Almighty throughout 
the generations. 

Few Presidents have ever met the 
crises· of the times without calling on 
God for help, and no nation that ever 
forgot God and departed from recogni
tion of God Almighty ever survived in 
this world. Our Nation was created 
with the help of God, and it is our duty 
today to remember this fact and to thank 
God Almighty for what he has given 
us and done for us through the ages. 
It is a selfish, self-righteous, and sinful 
people who tum against their God. 

Regardless of how rich this Nation is, 
regardless of how selfish some of our 
people may have become, and regard
less of the wanton ways some people have 
developed, it is the duty of responsible 
people, including the Congress, to remain 
steadfast in our insistence that God re
main a part of our Nation. 

It is for these reasons and for this pur
pose that I send to the desk a joint reso
lution to amend the Constitution of the 
United States so as to preserve and pro
tect references to the reliance upon God 
in our Government, and a joint resolu
tion proposing a constitutional amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 

. States to permit the reading of the Holy 
Bible and the offering of prayer in public 
schools. 

The first amendment will preserve 
references to belief in or reliance upon 
God and any invocation of aid from God 
in any governmental or public document, 
proceeding, ·ceremony, and upon any 
coinage, currency, or obligation of the 
United States that 1s standing or may 
come in the future years. 

The second amendment will enable 
any school to hold Bible readings and 
prayer recitations on a nonsectarian, 
voluntary basis. 

For the sake of our Nation and our 
future generations, I ask that the Con
gress receive these joint resolutions and 
give them expeditious passage so that 
the people of the United States them
selves may decide which road we will 
take in the future. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolutions will be received and appro
priately referred. 

The joint resolutions, introduced by 
Mr. JoHNSTON, were received, read twice 
by their titles, and referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, as follows: 

S.J. Res. 92. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States to preserve and protect references to 
reliance upon God in governmental matters; 
and -

S.J. Res. 93. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States to permit the reading of the Holy 
Bible and the offering of prayer in public 
schools. 
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U.S. SENATE REAFFIRMS BELIEF IN 

FREEDOM OF WORSHIP 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I sub

mit, for appropriate reference, a resolu
tion relating to freedom of prayer. 

On Monday, the Supreme Court hand
ed down two historic decisions. In the 
cases of the school district of Abington 
Township against Edward L. Schempp 
and William J. Murray against the Board 
of School Commissioners of Baltimore, it 
ruled that it is a violation of the 1st and 
14th amendments of the Constitution to 
set aside time in public schools for read
ing of the Bible and the offering of 
prayer. 

This, of course, is an extension of the 
Court's decision last year against the 
use in the public schools of a State offi
cial prayer. 

Last year, after the C_ourt announced 
its decision, I introduced a resolution, 
Senate Resolution 356, expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the Supreme 
Court's decision in no way interfered with 
the right of public school systems to set 
aside a time during the school day for 
prayerful meditation so long as no public 
ofticial prescribes or recites a prayer 
which is offered. No final committee ac
tion was taken on the matter. 

Today, Mr. President, in the wake of 
Monday's decisions, I am again offering 
a resolution expressing that prayerful 
meditation is permissible in public 
schools. This new resolution is substan
tially the same as that which I intro
duced last year. It is significant because 
it reamrms the belief of the Senate in 
the constitutional guarantee of freedom 
of worship. It puts the Senate on record 
as believing that the Court's decision is 
not to be construed as a prohibition 
against individual prayer or prayerful 
meditation in our public schools. 

Mr. President, I should like to call at
tention to what I call the new harmony 
decision of the Court as it is expressed 
in dicta in the case on page 75 of the 
decision. 

Justice Clark said: 
The "establishment" clause does not ban 

Federal or State regulation of conduct whose 
reason or effect merely happens to coincide 
or harmonize with the tenets of some or all 
religions. 

Justice Clark continued further to 
say: 

I th~k a brlef survey of certain of these 
forms of accommodation will reveal that the 
first amendment commands not official hos
tility to a religion, but only a strict neutral
ity in matters of religion. 

Then he pointed out certain provisions 
by State and Federal Governments for 
chaplains in the Armed Forces in the 
legislative groups, and in penal 'institu
tions. He referred to invocational pray
ers, such as those rendered by the Chap
lain of the Senate, whom I see in the 
Chamber at the present moment. Our 
Chaplain is a wonderful man. His spir
itual guidance has always been some
thing I have looked to, and it has been of 
great help to me. 

The Justice also pointed out: 
The holding of the Court today plainly does 

not foreclose teaching the Holy Scriptures or 
about the differences between religious sects 
in classes in literature or history. Indeed, 

CIX-698 

whether or not the Bible is involved, it would 
be impossible to teach. meaningfully many 
subjects in the social sciences or the human
ities without some mention of religion. 

I should like to point out that the con
curring opinion of Mr. Justice Goldberg, 
with which Mr. Justice Harlan concurs, 
states a point which I believe is im
portant. He has shown the difference 
between the attitude toward religion of 
the United States and some of the other 
nations in the world, and especially com
munistic nations. We are a God-fearing 
society ; others are godless societies. 
Lest someone misinterpret what the 
Court has said and place us in the field 
of being a godless people, I should like 
to . point out the following language in 
Justice Goldberg's opinion: 

Tile first amendment's guarantees, as ap
plied to the States through the 14th amend
ment, foreclose not only laws "respecting an 
establishment of religion" but also those 
"prohibiting the free exercise thereof." 

Tile basic purpose of the first amendment 
is to promote and assure the fullest possible 
scope of rellgious liberty and tolerance for all 
and to nurture· the conditions which secure 
the best hope of attainment of that end. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Indiana has expired. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may have 1 
additional minute. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Indiana for 1 additional minute? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. Justice Goldberg 
has pointed out that, unless we are very 
careful, people will interpret the . Court's 
decision to signify that we are anti
religious in America. That is certainly 
not true, and I most heartily commend 
the opinion of Mr. Justice Goldberg to 
all Senators. 

I believe a resolution of the kind I 
have proposed is necesary, Mr. President, 
and I urge that it be given prompt and 

· favorable consideration by the Senate. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu

tion will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The resolution (S. Res. 164) was re
ferred to the Committee on the Judici
ary, as follows: 

Resolved, Tilat 1-t is the sense of the Senate 
that-

(a) notwithstanding the recent Supreme 
Court decisions relating to the reading of 
the Bible and the offering of prayer in the 
public schools, any public school system if 
it so chooses may provide time during the 
school day for prayerful meditation if no 
public official prescribes or recites the prayer 
which is offered; and 

(b) providing public school time for pray
erful meditation in no way violates the Con
stitution because each individual partici
pating therein would be permitted to pray 
as he chooses, but that such practice is con
sonant with the free exercise of religion pro
tected by the first amendment to the 
Constitution. 

BENEFIT-COST RATIO FOR WATER 
RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJ-
ECTS 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, at 

present, millions of dollars are being 
spent on reclamation projects based 

upon absurd estimates of their worth 
relative to other projects and other Fed
eral programs. Last August 9 I made a 
very complete statement on this matter 
emphasizing the unrealistically long pe
riod of 100 years over which reclamation 
projects were calculated to yield benefits 
and the too-low discount rate of .2.5 per
cent which is applied to future benefits 
to give their present value. Today I 
am reintroducing legislation which 
would make plain the interest of Con
gress in how these important estimates 
are made and would take a modest step 
toward correcting this situation by call
ing for the application of a higher dis
count rate on long-term projects. 

In deciding whether or not a proposed 
project is worthwhile, an evaluation of 
the benefit of the project as compared to 
its cost is the most important single 
determination. If the estimates of ben
efit and cost are equal or if benefit is 
estimated to exceed cost, the project is 
likely to be approved. The taxpayer's 
money is spent on it. 

However, if cost is estimated to exceed 
benefit, the project is probably dead. It 
can easily be seen that the estimated 
ratio of benefit-to cost is a crucial factor 
in determining whether or not the tax
payer's money shall be spent on a given 
project. It is especially crucial because 
it is a simple and apparently an objec
tive and fair basis for deciding whether 
the taxpayer should make the invest
ment. But everything depends not only 
on whether the benefit and cost are de
termined honestly and accurately it de-

·pends on whether the benefit period and 
the discount rate are accurate too. 

The estimate of cost is generally com
paratively easy to make. Here we are 
dealing with tangibles such as men and 

· materials, initial construction cost, and 
upkeep. However, estimating the bene
fit is not at all an easy job because it 
demands that a long look be taken into 
the future. The benefits of ·a dam, for 
example, may include the prevention of 
a ftood 50 years from now, as well as next 
year, if the dam is functional 50 years 
hence. 

Thus the first question asked in esti
mating benefit is: "What is the useful 
life of the object whose construction is 
under consideration?'' This question is 
complicated by the fact that not only 
must the durability of the concrete 
which goes into the structure be esti
mated, but factors such as obsolescence 
and shifting populations must be taken 
into account. For instance, a dam which 
effectively produces electric power today 
may be made obsolete in terms of this 
benefit by the cheap use of atomic power 
10 or 20 years from now. A facility 
which can economically serve 500,000 
people may be unable to function ef
fectively if the population in the area 
doubles or triples. 

If the useful life of the project is esti
mated as very short, it is quite likely 
that the benefit will not be large enough 
to justify the cost. However, as the years 
of estimated use increase, the difticulty 
of justification decreases. A dam which 
stands for 50 years will prevent a great 
many more floods than a dam which 
crumbles in 25. Until recently 50 years 
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was the standard estimate of the life 
of a project. 

But now the Bureau of Reclamation 
practice is to use the life of the project 
or 100 years, whichever is shorter. Since 
it is difficult to predict the life of the 
project, practice has 1·esulted in 100 
years being used. Of course, this greatly 
increases the ease of justifying a project. 
However, a 100-year lifespan is absurd 
in view of the great changes that have 
taken place in the last 100 years and 
that can be expected to take place in the 
future. 

This means benefits are enormously 
overestimated by doubling useful life far 
beyond a realistic estimate. 

The second question asked in estimat
ing benefit is: "What is a future benefit 
worth today?" In order to answer this 
question it is necessary to discount the 
value of future dollars. We do this be
cause if we had these dollars today, we 
could invest them and through their 
use earn more dollars. But since we do 
not have these benefits, expressed in 
terms of dollars today, and cannot use 
them, we must estimate the present dis
counted value of future benefits. 

If it is estimated that an investment 
would yield an annual return of 10 per
cent and the future benefit is discounted 
on this basis, the benefit would be so 
greatly discounted that the difficulty of 
justifying the project would be very 
great. On the other hand, if a low 
discount rate is used, it would be much 
easier to come up with a benefit-cost 
ratio justifying the project. 

The discount rate now commonly used 
in calculating present value of future 
benefits is 2.5 percent. This is a ridicu
lously unrealistic figure since present in
vestments, even in short-term Govern
ment bonds, are bringing a much higher 
yield. It is especially erroneous when 
used in connection with projects esti
mated to yield benefits for a period of 
more than 50 years. It enormously and 
artificially exaggerates the real benefits. 
The taxpayer is shoved by this device 
into commitments that cost far more
including the interest the taxpayer has 
to pay on the money the Government 
borrows-for the project than it is worth. 

For these reasons, I submit a resolu
tion which would make it the sense of 
the Senate that a discount rate equal to 
the interest paid on long-term Govern
ment securities be applied to projects 
whose life is estimated at more than 50 
years. The current rate paid on these 
securities is approximately 4 percent. 

Mr. President, this is a moderate pro
posal. It would serve notice that the 
Senate is interested in the means used 
by the executive branch to justify pro
posed projects. I am not proposing leg
islation declaring that 100 years is too 
long a life to be given to a project al
though this is an age of great change 
and uncertainty. I am not proposing 
legislation declaring that 2.5 percent is 
too low a discount rate to apply to 50-
year projects. I am merely saying that 
using a 2.5 percent discount rate in meas
uring benefits over a period of 100 years 
is stacking the deck in favor of unjusti
fied projects and against the taxpayer. 
We must not allow overly optimistic 

benefit calculations to channel money 
into bad projects or to divert funds from 
the pocket of the taxpayer into creating 
impractical physical resources; 

Mr. President, in behalf of myself and 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. ·LAUSCHE], I 
submit this resolution calling for a dis
count rate equal to the rate paid by the 
Treasury of the United States on long
term marketable securities of the United 
States for all projects which are antici
pated to exceed 50 years in life. I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
remain on the desk for 1 week for addi
tional cosponsors, and I also ask unani
mous consent that the full. text of the 
resolution may be printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu
tion will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the res
olution will be printed in the RECORD and 
held at the desk, as requested. 

The resolution (S. Res. 165) was re
ferred to the Committee on Interior a.nd 
Insular Affairs, as follows: 

Whereas the sense of the Senate, stated in 
S. Res. 281, Eighty-fourth Congress and in 
S. Res. 148, Eighty-fifth Congress, is that the 
Congress will continue to exercise its con
stitutional powers to encourage the compre
hensive conservation, development, and util
ization of the land and water resources of 
the Nation, and that reports to the Congress 
in support of authorization of projects for 
such purposes should (1) include evalua
tions made in accordance with criteria pre
scribed by the Congress, and (2) fully dis
close the results of studies and analyses of 
the potential utilizations, costs, allocations, 
payout, benefits, both direct and indirect; 

Whereas previous statements of congres
sional intent have been silent on the impor
tant matter of the proper discount rate (the 
interest rate on the Federal investment) to 
be used in such economic analysis of the 
benefits and costs of prospective water re
source development projects, in spite of the 
fact that a small change in the present dis
count factor could significantly alter the 
benefit-cost ratio of many projects, thus 
affecting the choice of alternative projects; 

Whereas if public funds are to be used 
to best advantage, the most economically 
feasible projects should be selected for au
thorization, so that funds are not denied to 
prospective water resource projects which 
would yield larger economic benefits over 
the years, and to insure that public funds are 
properly allocated to all private and public 
uses; 

Whereas the proper choice of the best 
projects from many alternative uses requires 
that a discount rate be used which is real
istic in terms of the public interest and all 
economic factors; 

Whereas it is important that any rate of 
discount used for these important economic 
choices should be determined by the Con
gress; 

Whereas the estimation of benefits for 
any project for any future time period in
cludes the evaluation of many uncertainties 
and imponderables, and the longer the time 
period for which the projection is being 
made, the more uncertain the estimated 
benefits will be; 

Whereas the uncert ainties associated with 
a longer period of analysis indicate that the 
discount rate should be higher so that the 
more uncertain benefits of the more dis
tant future are not given the same weight 
as the more certain benefits which are esti
mated to come about in the near future in 
determining the selection of alternative 
water resource development projects; and 

Whereas the present policy is to use the 
same discount rate, which currently is ap
proximately 2.5 per centum, in analyzing the 

benefit-cost ratio of projects where the period 
of analysis is more than fifty years and as 
much as one hundred years and of projects 
where such period is less than fifty years: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen
ate that in cases where the period of analysis 
with respect to the useful life of a water 
resource development project is more than 
fifty years the discount rate used for the 
purpose of such analysis should be greater 
than in cases where such period is fifty years 
or less and should be at least equal to the 
average rate of interest payable by the Treas
ury on interest-bearing marketable securities 
of the United States outstanding on the last 
day of the fiscal year preceding such analysis 
which on such day had fifteen years or more 
remaining before reaching maturity, such 
average rate being currently approximately 
4 per centum. 

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST
ANCE ACT OF 1961-AMEND
MENTS 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I sub

mit, for appropriate reference to the 
Foreign Relations Committee, two 
amendments. One of them deals with 
development research. The other deals 
with certain provisions for investment 
guarantees. They are amendments to 
the Foreign Assistance Act, Senate bill 
1276, now before the Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ments will be received, printed, and ap
propriately referred. 

The amendments were referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

COMMUNITY RELATIONS AND CON
CILIATION SERVICE ACT-ADDI
TIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL 
Under authority of the order of the 

Senate of June 10, 1963, the names of 
Mr. BAYH, Mr. FONG, Mr. HART, Mr. 
LONG of Missouri, Mr. MciNTYRE, Mr. 
NELSON, and Mr. PELL were added as ad
ditional cosponsors of the bill <S. 1689) 
to establish a Community ~elations and 
Conciliation Service to preserve domes
tic peace and to help insure to all per
sons the equal protection of the laws 
under the Constitution, introduced by 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey (for him
self and Mrs. NEUBERGER) on June 10, 
1963. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA
TION OF HARRY PHILLIPS, OF 
TENNESSEE, TO BE U.S. CIRCUIT 
JUDGE, SIXTH CIRCUIT 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, I desire to give notice that a public 
hearing has been scheduled for Wednes
day, June 26, 1963, at 10:30 a.m., in room 
2300, New Senate omce Building, on the 
nomination of Harry Phillips, of Ten
nessee, to be U.S. Circuit Judge, for the 
Sixth Circuit, vice John D. Martin, Sr., 
deceased. · 

At the indicated time and place per
sons interested in the hearing may make 
such representations as may be perti
nent. 

The subcommittee consists of the Sen
ator from Michigan [Mr. HART], the 
Senator from New York [Mr. KEATING], 
and myself, as chairman. 
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NOTICE OF HEARING BY JOINT 

COMMITI'EE ON ATOMIC ENERGY 
TO CONSIDER NOMINATION OF 
DR. GERALD F. TAPE TO BE A 
MEMBER, AND REAPPOINTMENT 
OF DR. GLENN T. SEABORG AS 
CHAIRMAN OF ATOMIC ENERGY 
COMMISSION 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, on be

half of the Senate members of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy I wish to 
give notice that a public hearing has 
been scheduled for Thursday, June 20, 
1963, at 10 a.m., in the Joint Committee's 
open hearing room, S. 407 of the Capitol, 
to consider the nomination of Dr. Gerald 
F. Tape, of New York, to be a member 
of the Atomic Energy Commission for 
the remainder of the term expiring June 
30, 1966, of Dr. Leland J. Haworth. Dr. 
Haworth is resigning from the Atomic 
Energy Commission to become the Di
rector of the National Science Founda
tion. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD the biographical summary of Dr. 
Tape that accompanied his nomination. 

There being no objection, the bio
graphical summary was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

DR. GERALD F. TAPE 
Born: Ann Arbor, Mich., May 29, 1915. 
Education: 1935, graduated from the Mich

igan state Normal College with the A.B. de
gree; 1936, received the master of science 
degree, University of Michigan; 1940, received 
Ph. D. degree in physics, University of 
Michigan. 

Marital status: Married. 
Experience: 1939-42, instructor in physics 

at Cornell University where he did research 
in nuclear physics; 1942-46, staff member of 
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Radiation Laboratory; 1946, joined the phys
ics department at the University of Illinois; 
1946-49, assistant professor; 1949-50, asso
ciate professor; 1950, became assistant to Dr. 
Haworth in his capacity as director of the 
Brookhaven National Laboratory; 1951, be
came single deputy director; January 1962, 
became vice president of Associated Univer
sities, Inc.; October 1962, president of Asso
ciated Universities, Inc. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, at this 
hea.ring the Senate members of the Joint 
Committee will also consider the reap
pointment of Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg of 
California, the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, for a term of 5 years, 
expiring June 30, 1968. Dr. Seaborg's 
present appointment to the Atomic En
ergy Commission expires June 30, 1963. 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on today, June 19, 1963, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
enrolled bill (S. 74) for the relief of 
certain aliens. · 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous consent, 

addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

By Mr. CHURCH: 
Statement prepared by himself in response 

to advertisements in Idaho newspapers by 

private power companies attacking the deci
sion that the Bonnevllle Power Administra
tion will replace the Bureau of Reclamation 
as the marketing agent for public power 
in southern Idaho. 

Article entitled "Berlin: A New Approach," 
written by Senator PELL and published in 
the June 22, 1963, issue of the Nation. 

By Mr. GOLDWATER: 
Article entitled "Are We Being Too Peace

ful in Space?" by Senator HowARD W. CAN
NON, published in the Saturday Evening Post, 
of recent date. 

STIMULATION OF INTEREST AND 
PARTICIPATION OF BUSINESS 
PEOPLE IN POLITICAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, last week 

I attended the annual meeting of the 
Effective Citizens Organization, a bi
partisan, nonprofit national group which 
is engaged in activities designed to stim
ulate the interest and participation of 
business people in political and govern
mental affairs. 

Effective Citizens Organization was 
founded in 1954 and was the forerunner 
of the public affairs movement in the 
business community. The public affairs 
:field is familiar, I know, to many of my 
colleagues; we all have benefited from 
the comments of aroused constituents 
who have developed an interest in Con
gress because of a company-sponsored 
political education course. Effective 
Citizens Organization initiated the pub
lic affairs movement within American in
dustry and today remains the leader in 
spreading the public affairs gospel while 
providing valuable services to those com
panies already established in active pub
lic affairs programs. 

The annual meeting of the Effective 
Citizens Organization had a dual pur
pose: the morning session was devoted to 
a public affairs orientation for top cor
porate management personnel, and the 
luncheon session was the vehicle for the 
presentation of an award to Gen. Dwight 
D. Eisenhower for his contributions to 
the cause of increased citizen interest 
and participation in political and govern
mental affairs. In a gesture befitting a 
bipartisan organization, the award was 
presented by the Honorable James A. 
Farley, now chairman of the board of 
the Coca-Cola Export Corp. but once the 
political mastermind of Franklin D. 
Roosevelt's presidential campaign and 
one of the best known Democrats in the 
country. Mr. Farley's remarks on this 
occasion were a tribute to the bipartisan 
nature of a citizen's obligation to the 
American political system and, I believe, 
deserve the consideration of the Senators 
and of the country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed Mr. Farley's speech 
as part of these remarks: 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BUSINESS AND POLITICS 

I am delighted to share in this occasion, 
where there is such graphic proof that busi
ness and politics can coexist. You will, I 
hope, forgive my obvious pleasure at this 
sight but I have spent a good many years of 
active participation in these two worlds. 
Occasionally I feel llke the man who was 
asked, "Which is more affectionate--blondes 

or redheads?" He replied, "I can't say. My 
wife has been both." 

There were days when my friends in the 
business community classed me as "one of 
those dirty politicians" and ather days when 
the politicians put me in the "business czar" 
niche. Of course, the truth of the matter is 
that I just happened to be a man in busi
ness who has always enjoyed palltical activ
ity and liked to have a part in determining 
the future government of my State and my 
country. 

The virtual bill of divorcement between 
business and the political-governmental 
area is the most incongruous situation of 
our era. The average businessman complains 
to his circle of friends a.nd associates that 
government is a headache--a nuisance in
fringing on his prerogatives in running his 
affairs. In the next breath, he proclaims 
that old saw, "Politics is dirty~" .and he sim
ply will not be contaminated. I might say 
this is a rather unsophisticated comment for 
one who in any way is identified with our 
current society. From the politician's point 
of view, the businessman represents one of 
dozens of special interests which are not al
ways willing to defer to the politician's judg
ment of what is the larger national interest. 
A politician has to be reelected if he's going 
to do anybody, including himself, any good 
and he often feels that the businessman 
fails to recognize the essential need for 
compromise in political matters. 

I cannot deny, much as I would like to, 
that a. breach exists between business and 
government. I do believe this breach is 
rooted in a lack of understanding and 
mutual respect on both sides. The differ
ences between these two essential elements 
of our modern society rest on a kind of pecu
liar competitive fear that has developed with
in the two power structures of this Nation. 
Differences are not resolved when both sides 
withdraw into their shells and snipe away at 
each oth&-. Wishing won't make it so when 
one says "Government, go away," any more 
than when politicians say, "Let me legislate 
in peace Without considering the interests of 
business." Until permanent lines of com
munication are established between business 
and government and kept in good repair, a 
serious threat to the American system will 
remain. 

Both sides can help to establish this rap
port but. the bulk of the responsibility rests 
with the business community. Govern
ment can try to bring business representa
tion into a political administration through 
appointments but the businessman must ac
cept. the job. And business has the same 
obligation as labor or any other segment of 
our society and, for that matter, any individ
ual citizen; namely, to take an interest in 
political affairs and then do something about 
it. 

This brings up some practical problems. 
I a.m genuinely amazed by the attitude of 
many business people who are sincerely in
terested in politics. Take · the one who is 
running a successful factory operation. He 
has demonstrated his leadership ab1llty and 
now has developed an interest in politics. 
He didn't step into the top spot in the fac
tory his first day on the job; yet he will pre
sent himself at his local party headquarters 
fully expecting to be named county chair
man on the spot-or nominated for public 
office. While many of the qualities required 
for business success are the same factors 
necessary for political achievement, you can't 
transfer in grade. You must start at the 
bottom of the political ladder and prove your 
right to advancement, just as you do in 
business. 

Of course, as we all realize. there Is always 
an exception to the rule which has never 
been better illustrated than the appearance 
on this platform of General Eisenhower, our 
honoree who is to be the recipient of ECO's 
:first award. 
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I know General Eisenhower remembers my 

conversation with him in SHAPE, in his 
headquarters in Paris the day before he was 
relieved of his command by General Ridge
way. On that occasion I told him that I 
was possibly one of the few men he had met 
or would meet who would advise him that in 
my judgment he was going to be nominated 
at the Republican Convention and subse
quently elected in November. 

In that same conversation I very frankly 
advised him that I wouldn't vote for him 
because I am a lifelong regular organization 
Democrat, and that I was going to be a 
delegate in the convention in Chicago and 
would, of course, support the Democratic 
nominee who would oppose him. We had a 
very friendly discussion which was too long 
to recite here. I am sure the General also 
recalls that conversation. 

A second, and in the long run, more impor
tant practical consideration is your attitude 
as a businessman toward a politician. You 
have every right, and, in a very real sense, 
an obligation to represent your legitimate 
interests to any elected omcial. Your wel
fare 1s of vital concern to the ultimate health 
and soundness of the country, financially and 
socially. But you must remember that the 
politician 1s bound by an oath to assume 
responsibilty for the public interest. Occa
sionally, he may possess facts and informa
tion not available to you which influence his 
decision. At other times, he may be trying 
to reconcile the divergent interests of many 
groups, molding a policy which wm result in 
the greatest benefit to all. If an omceholder 
disagrees with your views once in a while, 
you have no right to condemn him--out of 
hand--as opposed to business. 

Certainly, the protection of your own in
terests gives you a good practical reason to 
be concerned with politics, but I would point 
out another more fundamental justification 
if you need it. As Americans, we have so 
many blessings that we tend to be compla
cent. But have you stopped to think that 
your personal political freedoms are basic to 
everything else you enjoy? Without our 
political system and its foundation of prin
ciples, there would be no freedom of speech 
or press or assembly. There would be no 
protection from search and seizure. There 
would be no guarantee of the freedom to 
worship--or not to worship, as you choose. 
True, these principles can exist, even in a 
dictatorship, but they exist as privileges, ·not 
as basic natural rights. Their existence rests 
on the whim of a despot and not as the 
fundamental assumption underlying the law 
of the land. Without politics, force is our 
only recourse in defense of these principles. 
But politics provides an orderly mechanism 
through which any citizen can participate in 
their protection and implementation. 

Today we face a challenge to these princi
ples such as we have never known. Tradi
tionally, our peace-loving Nation has been 
willing to take up arms in defense of our 
beliefs and rights. Since World War II, we 
have developed a military potential which 
makes an all-out war unprofitable for an 
aggressor. Thus the battleground has be
come men's minds and the weapons of war 
are ideas. If the house of democracy is to 
withstand the storm of communism, we must 
strengthen it from the inside as well as out. 
How can we hope to maintain that strength 
if the able, competent men and women of 
the American business community choose to 
sit on the sidelines, denying our political 
system the benefit of their support and 
leadership? 

Our Nation is in one of its most difficult 
eras, and it requires the very best in leader
ship if we are to preserve the freedom of this 
Republlc ln an increasingly hostile world. 

Inevitably lasting, effective leadership must 
come in par from our responsible business 
leaders. Let me exhort all business leaders 
to reexamine your understanding of the 
processes of Government in this Republic, 
and its need for your contribution. 

The last decade has seen great strides in 
this area. Ten years ago no major company 
in the United States had what we now call a 
public affairs program. Today more than 300 
companies maintain such activities. Some of 
you here today were the pioneers of cor
porate public affairs; some of you are neo
phytes; and some of you are still our hea
then brethren, open, we hope, to conversion. 

The merits of public affairs have been 
widely recognized and many national groups 
have entered the field. Literally thousands 
of industrial employees have benefited from 
company-sponsored political and economic 
education courses. Communications pro
grams and get out the vote campaigns have 
resulted in a better informed more respon
sive electorate. Bipartisan, in-plant political 
fund-raising drives are a valuable potential 
answer to the problem of broadening the 
base of political contributions. These public 
affairs activities are reaching and affecting 
hundreds of thousands of men and women 
and returning the investment of business 
and industry in them many times over. 

I am pleased to appear in conjunction with 
this award presentation today, both as a per
sonal admirer of the honoree and as a life
time Democrat representing a bipartisan or
ganization in the presentation of an award to 
a former Republican President. 

It is particularly fitting that the Honorable 
Dwight D. Eisenhower be the recipient of 
ECO's first award for outstanding contribu
tions to the public affairs field. ECO itself
and thus, in large measure, the public affairs 
movement--was born as the result of a casual 
conversation between two men present at 
this table today-H. Bruce Palmer and 
Dwight D. Eisenhower. Great credit goes to 
the men who struggled with the imple
mentation of the general's suggestion, or
ganizing and maintaining the Effective Citi
zens Organization. 

To Dwight Eisenhower go the thanks of 
the American people, not only for the forma
tion of organizations like ECO, but for his 
continued interest and support of all efforts 
to expand citizen interest and participation 
in the affairs of our Nation. He is an exam
ple of the citizen-turned-politician and he 
has lent his prestige to the cause of better 
government and increased acceptance of 
political responsibility by every American 
citizen. 

Good government is not a partisan issue. 
Wherever we may disagree as party mem
bers, we share the concern of our Nation's 
future and the preservation of our system. 

I have here the resolution adopted by the 
ECO board of directors which reads as 
follows: 

"Whereas Dwight D. Eisenhower has main
tained a consistent interest in furthering the 
cause of increased citizen participation in 
political and governmental affairs; and 

"Whereas he has willing given of his time 
and effort in support of those activities 
designed to increase citizenship responsi
bility; and 

"Whereas he has offered leadership, in
spiration, and encouragement to the public 
affairs movement and the Effective Citizens 
Organization; and 

"Whereas he has personally exemplified 
through a life of devoted public service those 
qualities of good citizenship which have 
earned for him the respect and admiration 
of the American people and which are the 
characteristics that the public affairs move
ment strives to promote in every citizen: 
Therefore be it 

"tResolved, That the board of directors of 
the Effective Citizens Organization expresses 
gratitude and appreciation to Dwight D. 
Eisenhower for his contribution to the cause 
of good citizenship and to the public affairs 
movement; and further 

"That the board of directors of the Effec
tive Citizens Organization directs the crea
tion of an award in recognition of his per
sonal contributions to be presented at the 
annual meeting of the Effective Citizens 
Organization. 

"EFFECTIVE CITIZENS ORGANIZATION 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS." 

"JUNE 12, 1963." 
In accordance with this directive, it is my 

privilege to present this award to you, 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, inscribed with your 
words which are a fitting motto for the pub
lic affairs field: "Politics ought to be the 
parttime profession of every citizen who 
would protect the rights and privileges of free 
people." 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, last 
week former President Eisenhower was 
the guest of honor at the annual meet
ing and luncheon of the Effective Citi
zens Organization here in Washington. 
The general received the Effective Citi
zens Organization award for his out
standing contributions to the cause of 
increased citizen interest and participa
tion in political and governmental af
fairs. 

Effective Citizens Organization is a bi
partisan, nonprofit national organiza
tion dedicated to stimulating active par
ticipation of individual business people in 
the political party of their choice. This 
organization was fonnded by a group of 
businessmen, and for a decade it has 
served as the spearhead of the public af
fairs movement in the American business 
commnnity. Today nearly 350 com
panies maintain a corporate public af
fairs program, providing political and 
economic education and information to 
thousands of employees. 

The Effective Citizens Organization 
award, recognizing General Eisenhower's 
continued interest in and support of 
these efforts, was presente<i by the Hon
orable James A. Farley. Mr. Farley 
commented on the appropriateness of 
"a lifetime Democrat representing a bi
partisan organization in the presentation 
of an award to a former Republican 
President." 

Earlier today the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. CURTIS] submitted for the 
RECORD the remarks of Mr. Farley in 
the presenting of the award to Mr. Eis
enhower . . I ask unanimous consent to 
include in the RECORD General Eisen
hower's remarks accepting the Effective 
Citizens Organization award as a part 
of these remarks. A citizen's right and 
obligation to participate in the political 
processes which determine the nature of 
his government is an area in which po
litical parties can unite wholeheartedly 
and which deserves the consideration 
and support of every American. In 
General Eisenhower's words, engraved 
on the Effective Citizens Organization 
award: 

Politics ought to be the part-time profes
sion of every citizen who would protect the 
rights and privileges of free men. 
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There being no objection, the . state

ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
REMARKS OF THE HONORABLE DWIGHT D. 

EISENHOWER IN ACCEPTANCE OF THE EFFEC• 
TIVE CITIZENS ORGANIZATION AWARD FOR 
OUTSTANDING CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE CAUSE 
OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN POLITICAL AND 

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Thank you, Mr. Toastmaster. Mr. Barr, 
Mr. Farley, and distinguished Americans all, 
it is indeed a very great honor that has been 
awarded me by the Effective Citizens Orga
nization, and I am particularly pleased to 
receive it from the hands of an old friend, 
one that I've admired and respected for 
years. Incidentally, he spoke of a prediction 
he made concerning me some years back. 
He omitted one remark that he later made. 
He said, "Welcome to the membership of 
those who now_ follow the ptom~ine trail." 

In that particular exercise he had had 
much more earlier experience than I had. 

I should like to start by saying, first, that 
I concur with and applaud the sentiments 
expressed by Mr. Farley just now to this 
audience. Likewise, I am delighted and 
gratified by the report we had from Mr. 
Barr on what this organization is producing 
and the work they are accomplishing. 

I should like to talk to you for a moment
possibly in generalities-on what I think 
about certain fundamentals. I think the 
most priceless heritage recognized by all that 
we have been handed from our Founding 
Fathers through succeeding generations is 
the right of self-government. And I wonder 
how often we stop to think what self
government means, what it entails. It in
cludes and comprehends all those concepts 
of human dignity, individual liberties and all 
of the rights specified in our Constitution 
and as recited just a moment ago by Mr. 
Farley. 

But self-government means just a little 
bit more than that, I think. If self-govern
ment is going to work, then we have to prac
tice it. Let us assume anyone in this audi
ence has not voted or has not done his best 
to further the ideals and concepts of gov
ernment that he believes should prevail. 
Then I submit that man or that individual 
is not part of self-government. He's letting 
somebody else govern him, and if you make 
this practice too general-and it is far too 
general today when we have only what some
times I call a pitiable percentage of our 
electorate coming to the polls--if this prac
tice becomes too general, then government 
finally gets into the hands of a very few 
people and we have in fact an oligarchy. 

What, then, are we going to do about it? 
I submit there is only one thing. You must, 
whether you choose to remain a private citi
zen at home, to go into politics itself, or to 
be a professional man, whatever you want 
to do-you ·still have the bound duty to 
express yourself through our system, our 
practical system of self-government, so that 
your voice may be heard and so that you 
may have your influence in making certain 
that those precepts and tenets of political 
doctrine can be observed in Washington and 
in the Governors' mansions and in the 
county councils so far as you possibly can. 

This is the essence of self-government. 
And I think if it's neglected, taken for 
granted, like the man who finds he's taken 
his wife too long for granted, he just may 
lose her, and I believe that we, if we take. 
self-government too much for granted, can 
lose it. 

If we do this we keep, as Jefferson told us 
we should, government close to the people. 
We respect the power of our city councils and 
of our boards of commissioners in the coun
ties, of our legislatures, and we give-to Wash-

ington-wlth apologies to all of my congres
sional friends here present-but we accord 
to. them and give to them only those residual 
duties that were specified or not reserved to 
the States and· the people by the Constitu
tion of America. 

So we then have the problem, how are we 
going to do our best? I don't believe that 
anyone is doing his duty as a citizen merely 
because he registers at the proper date and 
goes down and makes some marks according 
to the symbol that heads a particular col
umn on the ballot--unless he's on my 
column. · 

I believe that we have got to study; self
government demands intelligent considera
tion of all the problems that present them
selves to a people. You've got to study, and 
when you contact any individual who for one 
reason or another, either through lack of 
education or lack of opportunity, has not 
studied, you have to help him. You are 
business leaders. 

Why, then, can you not be leaders in the 
kind of government that has made this Na
tion what it is today? We know what hap
pened to the Athenian city states. In Athens 
we had a democracy. It was lost, largely 
because of the fault of the people to call 
themselves citizens. The example was even 
more pronounced in the Roman democracy 
which, giving way to the Emperor, did so 
because of the citizen's neglect of his own 
duty both internally and in the problems of 
self-defense. We must never do this, and I 
see no way in which this constant rejuvena
tion of respect for self-government can be 
brought about except as the people are the 
natural leaders; in the intellectual world, the 
business world, the labor world, wherever it 
is, the people must bring about a study of 
the programs, issues and problems of the day, 
using their own God-given intelligence to 
make their decisions. 

I am happy to have had a faint part in 
the development of this Effective Citizens 
Organization, because I believe by putting 
our brains and our strength and our dedi
cation together we help to inspire each other, 
each to do a little bit more than he has 
been doing. And let me give you an example 
of what happens when you don't. 

I have a great friend, a very brilliant young 
man who was elected Governor in my State. 
And I heard the story secondhand from him 
something to this effect: he thought, because 
of the economic problems that were besetting 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania he 
should get a number of businessmen, men of 
proved ability, to attack this problem. The 
cabinet of the State is much larger than the 
Federal Cabinet--and why this is I don't 
know-but anyway he had to go over quite a 
list of people. He made and finally selected a 
list of 20 businessmen that he wanted to in
vite into his cabinet. He began to look up the 
political records of the whole gang, which I 
think with the exception of two, were ter
rible. Some had not even registered; some 
had not voted for a number of elections. 
There was no way that he could find to 
justify appointing any of these particular 
people because they'd shown they didn't have 
any interest in government. We've had too 
many people who, because they differ with 
details within that particular party, say, "I 
will sit on my hands." What an abdication 
of responsibility and your God-given rights. 
I never have understood how anyone can say 
that--if he's got any concern whatsoever for 
the United States of America. 

I've heard it said, "Well, we've nominated 
two men. They're both bad choices. What 
do I do?" You had a part in selecting one· 
of those men. You must have a part, then, 
in helping to elect a man of your choice. 

I cannot stress too much how deeply I 
believe in this system of government which 

is still revolutionary and still . under test. 
Despotic government is. as old as sin. This 
new form was brought to us only 175 years 
ago. This is still a revolutionary idea. The 
one practiced by the Communists today is 
as old as history. We've got to make our 
government successful. This doesn't mean 
yesterday or tomorrow. This means today. 
And make it successful so it can march 
healthily down the years, giving to our 
grandchildren and all their grandchildren 
the right that we have had to take part in 
our own government, the most precious po
litical privilege that any person, any indi
vidual or any nation can have. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 5 
years ago a small group of executives of 
various companies in this country de
cided that businessmen were not ade
quately oriented in politics so they 
formed the Effective Citizens Organiza
tion known as ECO. This organization 
has become increasingly successful in in
teresting members of both parties who 
are at the same time in business in the 
importance of their attending to their 
political duties. On Wednesday, June 
12, this group met at the Statler Hotel 
in Washington and they were addressed 
by two distinguished Americans, Gen. 
Dwight D. Eisenhower and Mr. James E. 
Farley. Prior to their remarks, Mr. 
Charles Barr, who is chairman of the 
ECO and at the same time assistant to 
the president of St~ndard Oil of Indiana, 
described the history and activities of 
this group. I ask unanimous consent 
that Mr. Barr's remarks be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY CHARLES R. BARR, CHAIRMAN, 

EFFECI'IVE CITIZENS ORGANIZATION, AND 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT, STANDARD OIL 
Co. (INDIANA) 

We are gathered here to honor a man who, 
nearly a decade ago, expressed his concern 
about the lack of civic responsibi11ty among 
members of the business community. His 
expressed concern led to the creation of the 
Effective Citizens Organization, your host 
today. ECO has pioneered in the develop
ment of educational programs in public 
affairs for business personnel and in the 
servicing of public affairs programs created 
in the last few years as a result of the new 
and expanded interest by members of the 
business community in practical politics. 

General Eisenhower's concern for the busi
nessman's participation in public affairs in
spired a group of men, ably led by Bruce 
Palmer, to do something about it. This 
group was the nucleus of ECO and their 
first effort was a seminar in practical politics 
held on the Princeton University campus in 
May 1956. Since then, ECO has conducted 
scores of these seminars throughout the 
country. ECO has also assisted organiza
tions such as the United States Chamber, 
NAM, and hundreds of private groups, to de
velop their own public affairs programs, with 
the common goal of encouraging business 
people to accept their proper role in public 
affairs. 

Since the beginning at Princeton, sub
stantially more than half a million people 
have taken one or more formal public affairs 
courses. These people have been entering 
into politics in the party of their choice or 
for the candidate of their choice by the 
thousands. After thousands of people at
tended business seminars, many corporations 
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found -tt necessary to set. up a. new deput- . 
ment for the guidanoo of these employees- . 
in the vernacular, a public afla.trs depart
ment-responsible far (li) The creation and 
development of company. policy in public. 
affairs, (2)' training programs.,. (3) education 
on issues, (4) research, (5) to advise top 
management on public issues of concern to 
the company and to the general ooonomy. 

More and more business managers ba ve 
become conscious that the day to day opera
tion of their business is affected by a 
new participating partner--Government--an 
agency actively concerned with prices, merg
ers, wages and salaries, prices of commodities 
and the supply thereof, and almost every 
other aspect of the routine operating prob
lems of any business. Thus, the manager 
of a modern company must have advice in 
the area of political affairs just as he has 
legal public relations, or economic advice. 
This' role now is being filled increasingly 
by the publ1c afl'airs department. and ita 
officers. Business has further come to realize 
that it can survive only in a. healthy, free
political atmosphere and that its best in
terests are served by the intelligent, active 
political participation of its employees, 
stockholders, and customers. 

Individuals have come to learn that great 
satisfactJ..ona can acczue through participa
tion in public affairs: 

1. Political participation is a practical 
way to do som.ething to preserve, develop, 
and enhance political, economic, and social 
beliefs. 

2. It is a practical and satisfying way to 
fulfill each man's yearning to do something 
for his fellow man by leading and guiding 
him to use the facilities of his. government 
to its best advantage. People today are 
looking for leadership~ The political leader, 
no matter how minor, is pla.ying an ever
increasing role in the leadership o! his. com
munity. 

3. Political participation is a way to meet 
new and interesting people-it's a way to 
have some fun and to venture intQJ a new 
and exciting area heretofore unknown to 
thousands of people who never quite knew 
what it was all about until public affairs 
programs were developed. 

4 . Political participation points a way to
ward personal growth.. A man or woman: 
who can lead a precinct or a volunteer or
ganization learns many lessons in diplomacy, 
tact, leadership. and other skins· which wiD 
aid him in his job and in his daily living. 
I. think it can be said witlHmt challenge that; 
anybody who can run a. precinet will have 
less ditliculty in running a department in 
any corporation. · 

The Effective Citizens Organization has 
gained the know-how and experience to help 
companies. set up pubUc afl'abs programs. 
It can guide them in the operatfon of these 
programs. It. is to this end that we in ECO 
are dedica.ted. And it. is to serve this end 
that ECO's activities are structured. 

ECO maintains a national clearinghouse
the only one of Its kind-for information 
pertaining to public aflairs. The ECO H
t--ary includes books, speeches and articles 
on public afl'airs as well as examples of indi
vidual company programs, such as policy 
statements, political and economic education 
courses and reports on special projects. 

A monthly newsletter, the Echo, contains 
itelll8 of ge~:eral public affairs intel'est. Mat
ters of concern to professional public alfairs 
people appear in ~ Clearinghouse bulletin, 
a more sophisticated periodical with limited 
circulation. ECO is currently in the midst of 
a series of monographs dealing with specifle 
questions of interest to public at!.airs omcers, 
such aa effective committee testimony, cor
porate communications and bipartisan fund
raising drives. 

ECO is equipped to handle questions of 
all kinds in the public afl'airs :field. A letter, 
wire or telephone call will bring immediate 

attention to any research problem or inquiry 
-no matter how small or large. 

The ECO sta1t comprises trained special
ists in the public affairs field. These people 
wm travel anywhere at any time to meet a. 
company's problem on its own home ground. 
This personal consultation service is avail
able to the company interested in starting a. 
public afl'airs program, as well as the busi
ness already firmly established in these ac
tivities. 

We stand willing and ready to do all these 
things and we extend a cordial invitation to 
those who think that we can be of assistance 
to aid in the development and operation of 
a public afl'airs program. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

from South Carolina [Mr. JoHNS'lON) 
had the floor. The Chair understood . 
the Senator yielded for a request by the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD]. 
The Senator from Montana made the 
request. The Senate· acted upon it. 
Then the Chair recognized the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS}. Now the 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
should like to know what is the position 
of the bill now. Where is it? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. As the Chair 
understands the situation, if the Chair 
may have the attention of the Parlia
mentarian until a ruling can be made, 
two. bills have been sent to the desk. 
One is the President's bill, the adminis
tration's bill, which is introduced by the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD l. 
Is any other Senator a cosponsor of that 
bill? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Only the Senator 
from Montana, Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Montana. The Senator has asked 
that that bill be referred today. al
though he has asked that the bill remain 
at the desk before printing, so. that 
Senators may add their names. to it. The 
Parliamentarian informs the Chair that 
that bill. containing all eight sections, 
would go to the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. That suits me. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. There is a 

separate bill on public facilities. being 
introduced by the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MANsnELD] and the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]' ~ 
which deals with interstate commerce. 
which would go to the Committee on 
Commerce, when referred. 

Several SenatOI:s addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRE:SIDENT. There is 

another bill to be introduced, as the 
Chair understands the situation, under 
the sponsorship of the Senate leaders 
later today. The Chair cannot refer that 
bill until it is received. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr.President. will the 
Presiding Officer emphasize· the fact that 
that bill will definitely be introduced to
day and it is withheld for the moment 
because I felt under obligation to con
fer with my colleagues on the subject. 
It wm. however, be introduced today; 
and it will be the package minus title 
II. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
emphasizes the fact that later in the day 

the two leaders will introduce another 
bill, which will be the same as the Pres
ident's package bill minus section II. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Has the 

Senator from South Carolina concluded 
and yielded the floor? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. 
Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] is rec
ognized. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
shall be brief. 

This is a bold, courageous, and com
prehensive message and program on civil 
rights. It is the product of long and in
tensive consultation with congressional 
leaders and with representatives of all 
segments of the American public. The 
legislation proposed by the President is 
the minimum necessary to close the citi
zenship gap in America today. 1 will 
be a sponsor of this new civil rights pro
gram, and pledge my time and energy 
in the effort to win congressional ap
proval this year. The country wants 
and needs e1l'ective civil rights legisla
tion. I predict the administration's pro
gram will be approved~ 

Mr. President. I merely wish to add 
that the distinguished Senator from 
California [Mr. KucHEL] and myself are 
asking to join as cosponsors of the bill 
introduced by the Senator from Mon-, 
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD], representing the 
total package bill. Other Senators will 
join as cosponsors. It will be a. bipar
tisan cosponsorship. 

I am working closely with the Senator 
from California in an e:ffort to obtain 
equal representation of cosponsorship 
upon this total, overall, comprehensive 
civil rights program. 

The effort will be made to balance it 
off, so to speak, with a Democrat and a 
Republican, a Republican and a Demo
crat, in an effort to have genuine bipar
tisanship in cosponsoring this very im
portant measure. 

Several Senators addt·essed the Chair. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to thank 

the Senator from California for his con
sistent cooperation in these matters. He 
has been most helpful. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 

Senator from Minnesota yield; and, if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen
ator from California. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, per
haps during the lifetimes of Members of 
the Senate the debate and ultimate ac
tion on the legislative proposal intro
duced today will be the most far-reach
ing. the most di:fficult, and one of the 
most important before the Senate, the 
Congress, and the people of the counti:y. 

In attempting to solve a tragic Na
tional problem Senators need to act not 
as partisans, but as Americans. Thus I am very glad that in the introduction of 
the bill today, sent by this administra
tion, reflecting the views of each national 
political party in great part, we who 
sponsor it will .come in equal numbers 
from both sides of this aisle that separ .. 
ates the two parties. 

I thank my friend from Minnesota for 
his comments; and, on behalf of my own 
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colleagues, who can speak far more elo
quently for themselves, I merely say that 
we shall act as men of good will, recog
nizing that there are divergencies of view 
in each party and recognizing also that 
at this late hour the Congress of the 
United States has a responsibility to par
ticipate in the solution of a tragic prob
lem and in demonstrating to the people 
of the entire globe that equal justice 
under law is not a sham but a constitu
tional right to be enjoyed by every 
American citizen regardless of his caste 
or of his blood. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen

ator from Pennsylvania. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 

the Senator from Minnesota has ex
pired. 

Mr. BURDICK, Mr. SCOTT, and Mr. 
ROBERTSON addressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK] is 
recognized. 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY HON. OLAV 
HORDVIK, MEMBER OF THE NOR
WEGIAN STORTING 
Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, we are 

honored to have with us this afternoon 
a very distinguished visitor. I wish to 
introduce the Honorable Olav Hordvik, 
Member of the Storting, otherwise known 
as the Norwegian Parliament. 

[Applause, Senators rising.] 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is 

happy to welcome this distinguished vis
itor, on behalf of the Senate. 

THE PHILADELPHIA BANK MERGER 
CASE 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
was shocked to hear of the Supreme 
Court's decision in the Philadelphia bank 
merger case. This is one of the most 
incredible cases of judicial legislation 
which the Court has handed down. 

I was shocked both at the result and 
at the Court's casual disregard for con
gressional intent and purpose. 

The case holds that section 7 of the 
Clayton Act applies to bank mergers. 
Before 1950, section 7 of the Clayton Act 
applied only to stock acquisitions, where 
one corporation bought and held stock 
of another company. In 1950, by the 
Celler-Kefauver Act, an additional pro
hibition was added-a prohibition 
against asset acquisitions by corporations 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal 
Trad~ Commission. Banks were not and 
are not subject to the ju~isdiction of the 
FTC, but to the jurisdiction of the Fed
eral Reserve Board. 

Neither the original section 7 nor the 
Celler-Kefauver amendment applied to 
bank mergers carried out under the 
merger provisions of the National Bank 
Act. But somehow the Supreme Court, 
or at least five judges, reach the conclu
sion that the amended act applies to such 
bank mergers. 

This interpretation is an original and 
novel idea. Congressman CELLER did not 
think he had accomplished this result. 
The distinguished chairman of the House 
Judiciary Committee appeared before 

the Senate Banking and Currency Com
mittee in 1959 and testified as follows: 

Section 7 was designed to stop mergers 
beyond the reach of the Sherman Act but its 
failure to include mergers accomplished by 
asset acquisitions resulted in a loophole 
which so far as nonbanking corporations are 
concerned was closed by passage of the 
Celler-Kefauver Act of 1950. Moreover, be
cause of revisions made in subsequent ver
sions of various antimerger bills, it became 
impracticable to include within the scope of 
the Celler-Kefauver Act corporations other 
than those subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Federal Trade Commission. This left asset 
acquisitions by banks unaffected by the new 
law since authority to enforce the provisions 
of section 7 dealing with banks is vested 
in the Federal Reserve Board and not in the 
Federal Trade Commission. 

Beyond this, virtually all bank mergers 
are accomplished by asset acquisitions by 
virtue not only of provisions of Federal 
laws prohibiting member banks of the Fed
eral Reserve System, with a few exceptions, 
from purchasing corporate stocks, but also of 
various State statutes prescribing similar 
limitations. For these reasons, section 7 
of the Clayton Act has little value in coping 
with the mounting trend of bank merger 
activity. 

To close this loophole in section 7 and 
provide Federal enforcement agencies with 
the same authority to move against bank 
mergers accomplished by asset acquisitions, 
I introduced H.R. 5948 in the 84th Congress. 
This bill was adopted by the House without 
dissent on February 6, 1956, but was not 
brought up on the Senate floor for vote. I 
might add that the measure was in accord
ance with the President's recommendations 
submitted to the Congress in 1956 and re
peated in 1957, 1958, and 1959, calling for 
revision of antitrust legislation to cover the 
bank mergers accomplished by asset acquisi
tions. 

Five distinguished representatives of 
the Justice Department-Attorney Gen
eral Brownell in 1957, Deputy Attorney 
General Walsh in 1959, and three heads 
of the Antitrust Division-Judge Barnes 
in 1956, Judge Hanson in 1957, and Hon. 
Robert A. Bicks in 1960-recommended 
enactment of a bank merger act. They 
recommended that such an act should 
apply the principles of section 7 to bank 
mergers. . All of them based their rec
ommendations on their understanding 
that section 7 did not apply to bank 
mergers. 

The Senate Banking and Currency 
Committee and the Senate, in consider
ing the bill which finally became the 
Bank Merger Act, clearly and repeatedly 
stated their understanding that section 
7 did not apply to bank mergers and 
clearly and repeatedly decided not to 
apply section 7 to bank mergers. 

In the face of this background, the ma
jority of the Supreme Court, as far as I 
can grasp their reasoning, simply say the 
Celler-Kefauver Act of 1950 was intend
ed to prohibit mergers. Bank mergers 
are mergers. Therefore, the Celler-Ke
fauver Act applies to bank mergers. 

This is false logic. Anyone with leg
islative experience knows that what a 
statute does not cover is as important as 
what it does cover. The limits on a 
statute's scope are vitally important in 
gettinb legislation through Congress. 
Legislative bodies deal with specific prob
lems and issues, and the statutes they 
enact should be limited to what the 

statutes cover-not extended endlessly 
at the whim of the Court. 

The Court often quotes Chief Justice 
Marshall, "It is a Constitution we are 
expounding,'' when it is stretching con
stitutional provisions. Whether we agree 
or not with these judicial amendments 
to the Constitution, we are by now well 
used to them. But the reverse is equally 
true. Statutes should not be expounded 
with the same freedom the Court applies 
to constitutional provisions. 

The Court, I am glad to say, does not 
always rewrite statutes. When it wishes, 
the Court adopts the policy of following 
the terms of a statute and the clear will 
of Congress, leaving it to Congress to 
amend the act. A leading case along 
this line is Toolson v. New York Yankees, 
346 u.s. 356. 

I am also glad to say that Mr. Justice 
Harlan and Mr. Justice Stewart dissented 
in a clear and compelling opinion writ .. 
ten by Justice Harlan. Mr. Justice Har
lan made it entirely clear that-

For 10 years everyone-the department 
responsible for antitrust law enforcement, 
the banking industry, the Congress, and the 
bar-proceeded on the assumption that the 
1950 amendment of the Clayton Act did not 
affect bank mergers. This assumption pro
vided a major impetus to the enactment of 
remedial legislation, and Congress, when it 
finally settled on what it thought was the 
solution to the problem at hand, emphati
cally rejected the remedy now brought to 
life by the Court. 

He pointed out that-
The legislative history of the 1950 amend

ment also unquestionably negates any infer
ence that Congress intended to reach bank 
mergers. 

Mr. Justice Harlan continued by point
ing out: 

The result is, of course, that the Bank 
Merger Act is almost completely nullified; 
its enactment turns out to have been an 
exorbitant waste of congressional time and 
energy. 

It is too early to tell just what this 
decision means. At the least, it means 
that the Justice Department has the 
controlling voice in bank mergers, in
stead of the advisory role the Congress 
intended when it passed the Bank 
Merger Act. This decision may mean 
that there will be no more bank mergers. 
It certainly means there will be none un
less the Justice Department agrees. It is 
not clear how far this decision will be ap
plied to past mergers-how far the De
partment of Justice may go in seeking to 
upset mergers which have been effected 
since the 1950 amendment to section 7. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

from Minnesota is recognized. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask the Chair to lay down the message 
of the President, that it be appropriately 
referred, and that it be printed in the 
RECORD. I also ask unanimous consent 
that the reading of the message be 
waived, since it was read in the House. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? 

Mr. MORSE. Reserving the right to 
object, may I add my comment to the 
statement of the Senator from Min
nesota? I think this is one of the most 
historic messages that will be delivered 
to the Congress in our time. This is a 
message for which the Kennedy admin
istration will be historically known pos
sibly more than any other act it makes. 
This is an effort to implement the Eman
cipation Proclamation, the fruits of 
which have been denied the Negroes of 
this country for a hundred years. It is 
such a great message that the senior 
Senator from Oregon requests the mes
sage be read by the clerk, publicly to the 
American people, this morning. 

Several Senators addressed the chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 

recognizes the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. ScoTTJ. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my gratitude to the Members 
of both sides of the Senate who have, as 
expressed by the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. HUKPHREYJ and the Senator 
from California [Mr. KucHELJ, desired 
that an approach to this most impor
tant package of legislation as proposed 
in the President's message be handled on 
a bipartisan basis. I. have therefore 
joined the Senator from California and 
others of my colleagues in agreeing to 
cosponsor the legislation as presented, 
and to state that, while some of us had 
proposed measures which would have 
further implemented civil rights legisla
tion, we are stJ."1l prepared to support 
them. 

Nevertheless, in the interest of the 
avoidance of violence, recognizing the 
importance of the principles of our Con
stitution, the declaration made by so 
many people over so many years, of the 
essential dignity of man, recognizing 
that I would like to remove from the 
Pledge of Allegiance to the flag the un
intentioned hypocrisy which now ap
pears in its closing phrase, "with liberty 
and justice for all," and in an attempt 
to implement our high principles, and 
because I feel bipartisan support of this 
legislation offers it a far better prospect 
of success, I am very happy to joi:n wi:th 
the Senator from California [Mr. 
KucHEL J and other colleagues on my 
side, and I believe an equal number of 
Senators on the Democratic side, in the 
support of this proposed legislation. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

from Vermont lMr. AIKEN]. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, there has 

been no opportunity as yet to study the 
President's message, although, from a 
cursory perusal of it, I can say that I can 
support many of the recommendations. 

I presume that. the President's message 
and the proposed legislation are intended 
to assure equal justice and a guarantee of 
constitutional rights to those who have 
been the victims of discrimination in one 
form or another. However~ there is 
something about the President's message 
which disturbs me, because no less than 
34 times he refers to these people as 
Negroes. This repeated reference to 
these people who h~ve been discrimi-

nated against as Negroes seems to me to 
be a form -of discrimination in itself. 

It is my hope that in considering the 
proposed legislation, Senators will refer 
to these victims of discrimination as peo
ple and citizens of the United States, 
rather than a separate class of our popu
lation for whom special legislation may 
be required. 

NUCLEAR SHIP "SAVANNAH" 
Mr. LAUSCHE'. Mr. President, in 

1956 the U.S. Congress authorized the 
construction of a ship that would carry 
passengers and cargo and be propelled by 
nuclear power. That ship cost $80 mil
lion to construct. It is the pride of the 
American people and those with tech
nique and scientific knowledge. 

Seven years later, in May of 1963, that 
ship was ready to sail. It was contem
plated that it would make stops at cer
tain ports of European nations. When 
the time came for the signaling of the 
departure of the ship, it was found that 
certain union leaders called a strike of 
needed men for the operation of the 
ship. Hence it was compelled to lie 
idle at the dock. 

The dispute which arose was over the 
fact that certain employees on this ship, 
having been trained at governmental 
expense, and having obtained technical 
knowledge which was rare, said to the 
operators, "Unless you give us a spe
cial wage increase, we will not work." 

Even though that special increase had 
been granted, the ship would not have 
been able to leave the dock, because 
other workers said, "If you increase the 
wages of these experts, you must in
crease ours in conformity with the col
lective bargaining contract." 

When this act came to the knowledge 
of the Secretary of Commerce, Mr. 
Hodges made a statement in which he 
said that he thought it could be said 
without exaggeration that the labor dis
putes involving the Savannah crew and 
resulting in the present deplorable, if not 
disgraceful. situation have a strange 
Alice-in-Wonderland character. 

Since that time, articles have been 
published in various magazines. I have 
before me a copy of Life magazine of 
June 14, 1963. The article is written by 
Robert Rosenfeld, under the title 
"Atom-Powered Ship Is National Dis
grace!' 

The Secretary of Commerce, finding 
himself in this embarrassing dilemma, 
on June 11 issued a release in substance, 
as follows: 

The Department prefers that the Savan
nah be operated by a private carrier under a. 
general agency contract; but, however, if 
satisfactory arrangements for this type of 
operation cannot be made, the Savannah 
would be opera ted directly by the Govern
ment. 

A copy of the general agency agreement 
containing the requirements of the United 
States was enclosed with Under Secretary 
Martin's letter. The letter stated that the 
enclosed contract was similar in most re
spects to the agreement previously in effect 
between the Department and States Marine 
Lines, Inc. However, an important new 
section has been added to the general agency 

contract, pertaining to crew personnel 
provisions. 

This new section of the contract provides 
tb.a.t: (1) Job descriptions for all crew posi
tions on the Savannah and the manning re
quirements of the Savannah will be set by 
the United States; (2) that wage rates and 
employee benefits on Class A-1 vessels (the 
power-tonnage class o! the Savannah) as 
provided by collective-bargaining agreements 
which a general agent has in effect from 
time to time for the operation of non
nuclear-powered class A-1 vessels, would be 
applicable for crew personnel assigned to the 
Savannah; and (3) the United States must 
have assurance from any union representing 
crew personnel assigned to the Savannah not 
to order or to permit any strike or unauthor
ized work stoppage affecting the Savannah, 
a~d further, each person assigned to the 
crew of the Savannah in the future would 
individually agree not to engage in any 
strike or unaut horized work stoppage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BuR
DICK in the chair). The time of the 
Senator has expired. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per
mitted to proceed for an additional 3 
minutes. 
· Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator may be permitted to 
proceed for 3 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is ordered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, as you 
will note the Secretary of Commerce, 
wanting to get this ship on the high 
seas, issued a statement on June 11, in 
which he called upon private enterprise 
to run the ship, and stated that a con
tract would be made with one of several 
companies that were interested, but that 
the Federal· Government would prescribe 
the ways and means of hiring the em
ployees, constantly having in mind col
lective bargaining agreements but want
ing a pledge of no strike from the 
unions. 

Yesterday, I received two telegrams 
from representatives of the labor unions 
who are responsible for this disgraceful 
condition. 

One telegram reads: 
Hon. FRANK J. LAUSCHE~ 
Senate Commerce Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

We protest the attempt by the Department 
of Commerce to scuttle bona :fide collective 
bargaining and substitute yellow dog agree
ments in the leasing of the NS Savannah to 
private operator. Fixing wages and condi
tions of employment by Government depart
ments instead of free. collective bargaining 
smacks of governmental dictatorship. Any 
private operator designated by the Govern
ment to operate the savannah should enter 
into bona. fide collective bargaining with the 
duly authorized representative of the na
tional Marine Engineers Beneficial Associa 
tion. We urge your immediate assistance in 
this matter. 

PAUL HALL, 

President. 
PETER M. McGAVlN, 

Executive Secretary-Treasurer, Mariti me 
Trades Department, AFL-CIO. 

Mr. President, these people urge my 
immediate assistance to help them keep 
this $8G million ship from going on the 
high seas. My answer to these two tele
grams I now make publtcly on the floor 
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of the Senate. As far as I am concerned, 
they will not have my help, but, instead, 
my opposition to the disgraceful con
duct they are following. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

while we have not had an opportunity 
to study the President's message in de
tail, or may not agree with all its pro
visions, we know that the situation which 
we face is a serious one which calls for 
amrmative action coupled with a realis
tic, dispassionate approach to the prob
lem. All Americans have a responsibility 
to insure that equal opportunity is 
afforded all our citizens. This responsi
bility falls on us in what ever capacity 
we may be serving. As a Member of 
Congress I welcome the opportunity to 
participate in the effort to achieve this 
goal. 

Some of the inequities which exist can 
and should be redressed by legislation, 
and those we should move to accomplish. 
I have introduced and supported mean
ingful civil rights legislation in the past 
and will continue to support it. I hope 
that the bills to be presented today will 
be considered expeditously and thought
fully in committee, so that we can move 
forward in this most important area very 
soon. 

In meeting our responsibilities we 
must be sure that we are being realistic 
and we must be careful to keep our feet 
on the ground. We must not be carried 
away by emotion and led into actions 
which we may later have cause to re
gret. The problem before us requires 
the cooperation and understanding of all 
Americans. I am confident that that co
operation will be forthcoming and that 
we can solve this problem in the tradi
tional American way-by working to
gether in a united effort. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I suppose 
that we would be justified in expressing 
our gratification that at long last it has 
been recognized that the subject of civil 
rights represents a national crisis, and 
that it has many friends in the Senate. 
We always knew that, but unfortunately, 
we have been divided for various reasons. 

Today is not a day for reservations, 
however. Today is a day on which to 
close ranks. It requires all Americans to 
close ranks. Accordingly, I pledge my 
support to the President. 

In return, I believe that the President 
must make it clear to the country-and 
he has certainly made a beginning to
ward that end in his message to Con
gress-that he has pledged not only his 
head, but also his heart to this struggle; 
that civil rights legislation must displace 
tax reduction as the No. 1 priority, tax 
reduction now being assigned No. 2 pri
ority; and that the key vote will come 
on cloture to stop a filibuster in the 
Senate. 

Success in the battles ahead will re
quire not only an aroused country but 
an aroused President. 

It will be my duty and that of other 
Senators to do all we can to see that the 
necessary measures are taken up in Con
gress at the earliest possible moment. 

I note with the greatest of interest quest that there be cosponsorship by all 
that title II now replaces the famous of us who wish to be cosponsors. 
part m as the big storm center, title There is an additional reason. It is 
II being the effort to do away with seg- important that the country on this his
regation in places of public accommoda- torte day-and I intend to say some
tion. This follows the bill, based on the thing about its historic significance in 
interstate and foreign commerce clause just a momen~understand that there 
of the Constitution, which I and six is a very broad sponsorship of these 
other Republican colleagues had intro- bills in the Senate. 
duced in March. Not only is that con- Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
stitutional, Mr. President, but I have the Senator from Oregon yield? 
introduced numerous measures, as has Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator mis-
to cut off Federal funds from programs understood me. I said that, so far as 
which violate the antidiscrimination possible, there would be an alternation 
principle. The President is also at long of sponsorship-Democrat, Republican, 
last adopting this principle, whether it Democrat, Republican-in an effort to 
is in the form of a Powell amendment, maintain a strong bipartisanship spirit. 
a Javits amendment, or a Morse amend- But obviously there will be many more of 
ment. At long last there has been rec- one group than another. 
ognition that justice requires this to be As the distinguished majority leader 
done. said, the bill will be open for cosponsor-

Title II now replaces "part III" as the ship by all Senators who wish to join 
storm center, as I have said, guarantee- as cosponsors. I know the distinguished 
ing against discrimination and desegre- senior Senator from Oregon will be 
gation in places of public accommoda- among the first to join, and rightly so. 
tion. But such a statute is now on the Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I do not 
books of 31 States and is known and ac- think in this historic hour and day, as 
cepted. One of the States which have we discuss the .issue of civil rights this 
adopted such a law is the State of Illi- afternoon, we perhaps fully appreciate 
nois, the State of our minority leader. the importance of the hour. But his
The State of New York has had such a torians of the future will as they write 
law for a long time. These laws are es- about it; for, in my judgment, a great 
sential. I am honored to join in this chapter in American history is being 
part of the package, and it needs to be written in the Senate today as a result of 
passed. the action by the President of the United 

Finally, Mr. President, let us under- States in sending this message to Con
stand that, although this is something of gress. 
a day of celebration for many of us, it is During my many years as a Member of 
also a day of beginning; there is a long, the Senate, I have heard many Presiden
tough fight ahead. Let us hope that we tial messages read from the reading 
will not start to vote on these measures clerk's desk. In my opinion, few of them 
in September or October, but that we compare in historic significance with the 
will start on them promptly; let us hope great message that President Kennedy 
that we shall start to vote on them in has sent to us today. That is why, a 
July. I believe that the debate should few moments ago, I took the position 
begin promptly. It can start with the that the message should be read into the 
submission of a simple amendment to a RECORD and to the American people from 
bill. All of us know that unless this is the :floor of the Senate today, and why 
done by the leadership, such an effort I objected to the request that was made 
will not have validity or force. that the message merely be printed in 

I am delighted to pay my tribute to the the RECORD. I think it is important that 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], the message be emphasized through 
for his leadership in this fight. Knowing every medium of public information 
him as I do, with the path now before available. After all, the final decision 
us, we will march on that path quickly. will not be made by the Senate and the 

I do not say what I have said in any House; the final decision on this great 
sense of criticism, but only to emphasize issue will be made by the American 
from past experience what now must be people. 
done in view of the national crisis on I listened to the comment of the dis
civil rights, which the President has tinguished senior Senator from Vermont 
recognized. [Mr. AIKEN] concerning the President's 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should references, some 30 times in the message, 
like to have the attention of the rna- to Negroes. That is true. But a read
jority whip. I hope that each and every ing of the message shows that on the 
one of the bills on civil rights that are first three pages the President refers also 
being introduced will be available for to Negro citizens; and later in the roes
cosponsorship by all Members of the sage he refers to whites. Let us face 
Senate who have fought for civil rights it: We are dealing with a problem that 
for many years. I am not certain that concerns the denial of rights for 100 
I correctly understood the comment by . years to Negro citizens. We are con
the majority whip a few moments ago; cerned with a problem that involves dis
but he left me with the impression that crimination by whites against Negroes 
an equal number of Democrats and Re- for 100 years in this country. Taking 
publicans would sponsor the Humphrey- the message from its four corners, the 
Kuchel bill. The substance of the · President appropriately emphasizes the 
Humphrey-Kuchel bill is of interest to importance of this problem to Negro cit
all Members of the Senate who believe in izens and says so throughout the roes
civil rights; therefore, I respectfully re- sage. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oregon has 
expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Oregon may be yielded 3 addi
tional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator from Oregon is recognized 
for 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. Throughout the mes
sage, the President refe1;s to Negroes, as 
we must refer to Negroes, when we dis
cuss civil rights problems, and he refers 
to the whites as well. At the top of 
page 3 of the mimeographed copy of the 
message, the President says: "For these 
reasons, I am proposing that the Con
gress stay in session this year until it 
has enacted" civil rights legislation. I 
cannot too strongly endorse that state
ment by the President and emphasize the 
clear obligation of Congress to remain 
in session until this question is settled. 
In my judgment, all else should be put 
aside, if necessary, finally to deliver the 
Constitution of the United States to the 
Negroes of the country. The senior Sen
ator from Oregon will oppose any at
tempt to trim this proposal, any attempt 
to water it down, any attempt to give 
Negroes half a.loaf; for the Negroes of 
America are entitled, in the year 1963, 
to the full deliverance of their consti
tutional rights. 

On the question of equal accommoda
tions in public facilities, I emphatically 
disagree with the minority leader, the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN] when he questions the consti
tutionality of this aspect of the Presi
dent's proposal. In my judgment, on 
page 3 of the message, the President 
makes an unanswerable argument when 
he points out that such legislation is 
clearly consistent with the Constitution 
and with our concepts of human rights 
and property rights. At the top of page 
4, the President points out: 

Indeed, there is an age-old saying that 
"Property has its duties as well as its rights"; 
and no property owner who holds those 
premises for the purpose of serving at a 
profit the American public at large can claim 
any inherent right to exclude a part of that 
public on grounds of race or color .. 

Let us face that issue without the 
slightest trimming of any of the legisla
tion that is passed to assure the right of 
the Negroes to full accommodations in 
the public places of this country and in 
public facilities that hold themselves out 
for the making of a profit. 

I think such a legislative requirement 
is constitutional both under the com
merce clause and under the 14th amend
ment, and I have already cosponsored 
with the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
CooPER], a measure protecting under the 
14th amendment the right of colored 
citizens to patronize public businesses. 

Lastly, as was referred to by the dis
tinguished Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS], I am, of course, flattered that 
the President at least approved the prin
ciple of my bill, S. 1665, respecting the 
denial of Federal funds for any State or 
local service or project in which segre
gation exists. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Oregon has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Oregon be granted 2 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator from Oregon is recognized 
for 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, State
supported segregation is illegal and has 
been illegal for many long years. It is 
time for the Negroes of this country to 
be protected from a continuation of that 
illegality. I go further, however, than 
the President goes in his message. The 
President would leave it up to Federal 
administrators, by way of discretion, to 
deny Federal funds to any Federal proj
ect or service in which there is segrega
tion. I say that the Negro citizens of 
America have the right to expect their 
Congress to stop supporting an illegality. 
This should not be discretionary; it 
should be mandatory. 

In my judgment, every dollar of Fed
eral taxpayers' money that goes into a 
Federal project or a Federal service 
which sustains segregation is an illegal 
expenditure of Federal money. There
fore, I shall seek, as the debate proceeds, 
to strengthen the proposal of the Presi
dent by offering my proposal, which 
would deny the expenditure of Federal 
money by the Federal Government in 
any service or project that in any way, 
shape, form, or manner whatsoever sus
tains segregation. 

I close by congratulating my President 
and saying to him how proud I am to be 
an American citizen today under a Presi
dent who has taken the position that the 
great promises of Abraham Lincoln, the 
Emancipation Proclamation, and the 
14th amendment must now be carried 
out, and the Constitution delivered to the 
Negroes of America. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I wish 
to express my commendation to the dis
tinguished majority leader and the dis
tinguished minority leader for the effort 
which they have put into this problem; 
and also to the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] and 
the distinguished Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. KucHEL] for the manner in 
which they have made it possible for 
these proposals to be truly bipartisan, by 
inviting bipartisan cosponsorship of the 
proposed legislation. 

The President's message sets forth very 
important objectives and enactment of 
the legislation he has proposed would 
represent substantial progress. How
ever, I agree with the Senator from Ore
gon that it is illegal to expend Federal 
funds for projects or services which deny 
their use to Negroes, and have cospon
sored· his bill. If such practices are not 
prohibited by Executive order, as they 
can and should be, I shall join with the 
Senator from Oregon in an effort to in
clude such a provision in the civil rights 
bill. 

This bill, like all others, undoubtedly 
will be improved and modified both in 
the committee and on the floor; but cer
tainly it represents a great step forward 
in meeting the ch:::.llenge of civil rights. 

All of us must approach this challenge 
with a determination to succeed. The 
time for alibiing on civil rights is obvi
ously over. Those of us who have been 
fighting over the years for equal rights 
for all our citizens must be just as reso
lute and just as tireless in working for 
our causes as those who are opposed to 
the legislation and who respond to the 
demands for freedom now with promises 
to filibuster forever. 

If a filibuster develops, the crucial test 
will come on the decision of the Senate 
cloture. It is essential that a civil rights 
coalition develop in the Senate. We 
have heard much about other coalitions; 
but a civil rights coalition consisting of 
the advocates of such legislation in both 
parties- a coalition which, in the inter
est of the Nation's welfare, will submerge 
party labels and any narrow political 
considerations, is essential for the suc
cess of our efforts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time available to the Senator from New 
York in the morning hour has expired. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, may I 
proceed for 2 more minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered; and the Senator from New York 
may proceed. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the 
cosponsorship of the President's pro
gram by Senators on both sides of the 
aisle is a good omen of future unity and 
cooperation. This approach must be 
continued at the committee sessions, in 
the debates, and the consideration of 
amendments on the floor. We must join 
forces if we are to overcome the vigorous 
opposition which we must expect if his
tory is to repeat itself. 

We are faced with a long, hard session. 
But, speaking for myself-and I know I 
am not alone in this-! am ready to stay 
here until the snow flies; and I agree 
emphatically with the part of the Presi
dent's message in which he indicates 
that Congress should remain in session 
and should not consider leaving here un
til it has enacted legislation in this field. 
In the coming debates, America will be 
on trial; and we must not fail in our 
responsibilities. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President. I am 
glad the President has sent to Congress 
his bills and message on civil rights. 

Although I believe that some sections 
of the bill are not the best that could be 
recommended, I have joined in sponsor
ing the omnibus civil rights bill because 
it will place the issue of civil rights be
fore the Senate, and because it repre
sents the recognition of the administra
tion, at long last, that there must be a 
legal framework for the definition and 
enforcement of equal rights. 

It is an issue with which the Congress 
and the administration must come to full 
grips, for it is our responsibility to do 
all possible to help achieve the equal 
rights to which all our citizens, regard
less of race or color, are entitled. 

I do not expect the proposed legisla
tion, even if enacted, to achieve fully 
the objectives of those who are now de
nied equal rights. But at least it will 
provide the legal basis and background 
which has been needed for 10 years since 
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the Brown decision-and especially dur
ing the last 2 years-to enable the Fed.;. 
eral Government and the President to 
act in a legal and eft'ective way. It will 
play a part in removing the frustrations 
of those who are denied their equal 
rights. These matters must be deter
mined by law, and not by violence. 

I join as a cosponsor of the proposed 
legislation because its objectives are 
right, and because it brings the essential 
issue before Congress and the country. 
Nevertheless, as I have said, I do not be
lieve that the measures the President has 
suggested are necessarily the best possi
ble. I have always had doubts that the 
administration's proposal on voting 
rights is constitutional. But this is a 
matter of which there is disagreement 
and I hope that the section can be per
fected. 

In addition, I dislike having the public 
accommodations issue based upon the 
commerce clause. If our fellow citizens 
have the equal right to the use of pub
lic accommodations-and I believe they 
do-it is based on the 14th amendment. 
It derives from the equal rights of citi
zenship accorded to all persons by the · 
14th amendment, irrespective of race or 
color, and is not one tied to or predicated 
upon commerce. Even though I would 
say that using the commerce clause to 
guarantee equal access to public accom
modations is, in my opinion, constitu
tional, I do not like the approach. It 
would create new inequalities and pro
voke litigation. 

Several weeks ago the senior Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. DoDD] and I in
troduced three bills on civil rights, deal
ing with three subjects-voting rights, 
school desegregation, and public accom
modations. We agree that although we 
prefer the approach adopted by our bills, 
and will oft'er our bills as amendments 
when the administration bills come be
fore the Senate, we join as cosponsors 
of the administration bill because it is 
essential to act upon civil rights legis
lation. 

So I am happy to become a cosponsor 
of the proposed legislation. I hope that 
legislation will be enacted, and I be
lieve it will be enacted if we have the 
will. We are dealing with a national is
sue-one of the greatest of our country 
and time. 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR MANSFIELD 
AT DEDICATION OF EAST COAST 
MEMORIAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 

the company of the President of the 
United States, I had the honor to at
tend the dedication ceremony of the 
East Coast Memorial, at New York City, 
on May 23, 1963. I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in 
the RECORD the remarks I made on that 
occasion. . 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY SENATOR MANSFIELD AT DEDICA

TION OJ' EAST COAST MEMORIAL, NEW YORK, 
N.Y., MAY 23, 1963 
It was not a long time ago, as time goes. 

It was scarcely 20 years ago when it all 
took place. 

In the dawn and in the dusk and through 
the dliy, men and women went forth from 
this Nation-to Africa, to Asia, to Europe, 
to the South Pacific, and to all the far 
places of the world. Week after week, they 
went, and month after month, and year 
after year. 

Before it was done, 8 million men and 
women in battle dress were outside the 
borders and, Within, xnillions more were 
ready to go. And behind them, there was 
a Nation with a whole people united in 
common purpose. 

They came, these men and women in the 
Armed Forces, from the farms, the xnines, 
the desks, and the work benches. They came 
from slum and suburb, from country and 
town. They came from Utah and New York, 
from Puerto Rico and Georgia, from all the 
States and places in the land. They came 
from the long-rooted strains of Americans 
and from those so new that even the English 
language was still halting on the tongue. 
They came in all colors, all faiths, all creeds. 
And they were welcome in all colors, faiths, 
and creeds. 

Some came with fierce anger. Some came 
with cold hate. And some came With neither 
hate nor anger. Some knew why they came 
and some did not. Some came because they 
were told; and some because they told them
selves. 

In the end, it did not matter who they 
were, what they were, what they did, where 
they had come from, or why. They became
all of them-the sinew and bone and muscle 
of a mighty arm of a nation. The Nation's 
purpose was their purpose and it was they 
who bore the great costs and dangers of that 
purpose through the long years of the war. 

A common human hope joined these 
Americans with others--with the English, 
With Russians, with Chinese, with French
men, and many more. And, in the end, this 
massive force swept, as a great wave, over the 
ramparts o:C the tyrants. It tore loose a 
deadly weight from the minds and backs of 
hundreds of millions and flung it into the 
cesspools of history. 

And when this force had spent itself, for a 
brief moment, men and women throughout 
the world drank deeply of the meaning of 
peace and freedom. Many clutched that mo
ment and held 1t. Many soon forgot or were 
compelled soon to forget. 

And millions of those who had done so 
much to forge the moment were not there 
to live 1t when it came. Some had fought 
and died years before and some the day be
fore. They had died in their homes or down 
the street or on the edge of town, against a 
wall, in a ditch, a courtyard, or an open field. 
And others had died a long way from home, 
in an allen land, or against a vast sky or in 
the pitch dark of the sea's depths. 

Countless Americans were among those · 
who did not see the bright flash of freedom 
and peace which swept the earth when the 
confiict ended. They died in all the places 
and in all the ways of war's death. Today, 
most of them lie here in the earth of Ameri
ca or in a plot apart in other nations which 
is of this Nation because they are there. But 
for others, we are not able to provide even 
a grave with a cross or a star to mark their 
last traces. 

These are the missing, and it is they who 
have summoned us. 

How much do we know of these missing 
men, we who stand here today? We know 
their names. We know the numbers they 
bore in the Army and Air Force, the Coast 
Guard, in the Navy and the Marines. But 
what do we really know of them? Do we 
know them as a wife, a mother, a father, a 
sister, brother, or friend might know them? 
For those close to them, each life lost was as 
a star in a human universe, a star whose 
light was bright for awhile and then, in a 
moment, ceased to burn. 

We cannot know that world, we who stand 
here, that closed but infinite world of each 

man's circle. What we can know, what all 
in this Nation can know, and all the world's 
people should know, is that these deaths 
are a debt yet to be redeemed. And those 
whom we could not even bury are of its 
pledge. 

Let us not delude ourselves. We do not 
pay the debt with these words today. We do 
not end it with these steles of granite 
pointed toward the sky nor with names 
struck upon stone. 

We seek the words to praise these men, and 
they are wanting. We search to express our 
thanks to these men, and even the genius of 
the sculptor is not enough. 

'Tile debt remains unpaid. What we do 
and say here today is not needed by these 
men whom we honor. It is needed by our
selves. It is needed to rexnind us that the 
debt is unpaid, for these men whose names 
we record, and the countless others through
out the world whose passing was marked or 
unmarked, did not die for words of praise or 
memorials of stone. They died that those 
who lived might have a chance to build this 
Nation strong and wise in justice and in 
equity for all, in a world free, at last, from 
the tyrants of fear, hate, and oppression. 

It was a long time ago, as time goes, that 
they died. It was not 20 years but 50 years 
ago or a century or a millennium. For they 
died, not only on the Normandy beachhead 
but at Verdun, at Gettysburg, at Valley Forge, 
and in an the places and in all the times 
that the human right to be human has been 
redeemed. 

If we would honor these dead, then-all of 
them-if we would praise them, if we would 
repay them, let us ask ourselves what we 
have done With this chance which they have 
given us. And let us ask ourselves again and 
again what we have done until there is, in 
this Nation and in this world, the need to 
ask it no longer. 

BERLIN: ANEW APPROACH
ARTICLE BY SENATOR PELL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
able Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PELL] has made many valuable contri
butions to our understanding of the sit
uation in Europe and Germany, and 
from time to time he has oft'ered a con
structive contribution of ideas for con
sideration in connection with our policies 
respecting that region. The latest eft'ort 
of the Senator appears in the June 22, 
1963, issue of the Nation in an article 
entitled "Berlin: A New Approach." 

I have read this article with great in
terest. It reveals a deep insight into the 
diplomacy and psychology of Europe and 
a clear perception of the strengths and 
weaknesses of the contemporary West
ern position in Berlin and central 
Europe. 

What the Senator from Rhode Island 
does is to propose specific revisions of 
this position which, in his view, would 
attune it more closely to the present 
realities of Europe and, at the same time, 
strengthen in a real sense our policies 
with respect to Europe in the overall in
terests of the people of the United 
States. 

It is not necessary to accept every 
specific proposal which the Senator 
from Rhode Island has made in order to 
recognize that his article is, in total, a 
highly constructive contribution of 
thought on a most complex question of 
policy. It would be my hope that Sena
tors who have evinced a deep interest in 
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this question and members of the execu..; 
tive branch who have direct responsibil
ity in dealing with it would study this 
article most carefully. To that end, Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the text be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BERLIN: A NEW APPROACH 
(By Senator CLAmORNE PELL) 

Of the many centers of international crisis 
today, none is more potentially dangerous 
nor has festered longer than the situation in 
Berlin. For 18 years we have been confront
ing this problem, which has been sometimes 
deceptively quiescent, sometimes productive 
of violent localized struggle and loss of life, 
more often verging on eruption into con
filet which could engulf us all. We have 
witnessed policies of ~'brinkmanship" and 
the maneuvering of armed forces into posi
tions from which withdrawal is increasingly 
hazardous. We have gained at best a form 
of status quo--made, however, less favorable 
to our own national interests, to the inter
ests of the German people and, indeed, of all 
who desire freedom everywhere by the con
struction of the Berlin wall. 

In my opinion, we have for too long pro
moted expedients rather than a basic resolu
tion for the problem. We need a fresh ap
proach, and we need to t ake the initiative in 
this respect--before we are compelled once 
again to counter Communist-motivated 
action. 

Recent diplomatic exchanges have pro
duced nothing to encourage great optimism. 
Nevertheless, it would seem that the Com
munist armor is not as solid as it once ap
peared. Moscow and Peking are scarcely in 
total harmony. Premier Khrushchev has ex
pressed a wish to negotiate, perhaps because 
all is not well within the monolithic struc
ture of communism, perhaps because of his 
clumsy failure in Cuba to change the nu
clear balance of power, perhaps because the 
threat of nuclear holocaust makes him 
realize that he has more to gain through 
peace. We should not place undue em
phasis on any of these aspects; but the fact 
is that negotiations are possible. We should, 
therefore, come to the conference table well 
prepared. 

What are the goals we should espouse for 
an honorable settlement vis-a-vis Berlin? 
We are pledged to preserve the liberty and 
the economic viability of the western part 
of the city, and we are committed to defend 
our right to maintain an appropriate gar
rison there. But there is one more goal for 
which we ought to strive: guaranteed land 
access to the city itself. 

At the conclusion of World War II, before 
hostilities between East and West became 
manifest, we did not insist on specific land 
access to Berlin. Instead, we preferred to 
have rights of general access. These were 
never formalized by treaty, and they have 
grown into a source of dispute which _goes to 
the very root of the Berlin problem. Fur
thermore, West German travel to the city is 
subject to the whim of East German author
ities; constant turmoil and confusion are 
the result. Thus, explicit land access to 
Berlin, through 110 miles of East German 
territory, is essential to the agreement we 
should now seek to reach. 

I believe that the Berlin-to-Helmstedt 
highway is ideally suited to this purpose. 
There would be virtually no interference with 
the economic life of East Germany; the high
way is equipped with 79 overpasses and 65 
underpasses, which traverse without obstruc
tion not only other thoroughfares,- but the 
21 railroads in the area. The highway could 
be internationalized, as President Kennedy 
has suggested; but, in any case, it must be 
defined by irrevocable guarantee. 

Are the policies we have so far ·been pur
suing geared to a formalizing of such an 
agreement? Since World War II we have 
championed the cause of a unified Germany. 
Is this stipulation-here and now-realistic? 
Or does it lead to irresolvable stalemate? 
Let us examine the situation more closely. 

At present in Berlin two armed camps face 
each other across a monstrously inhuman 
barrier made of stone and barbed wire. 
The slightest jar on one side sets off a similar 
seismic rumble on the other. The Russians 
"create" an incident; we maneuver con
spicuously a squadron of tanks-and mean
while, East Berliners cannot cross to West 
Berlin, even to attend burials; only the coffin 
with its dead body is permitted through the 
wall. There is inordinate suffering; and 
times of crisis , though they may pass with
out catastrope, leave tensions higher than 
before. If we in the free world, as members 
of the NATO alliance, allow this process to 
continue, surely there must come a day of 
reckoning. 

How can we ease these tensions without 
jeopardizing the pledges we have made and 
which, at all costs, we must keep? 

Our current policies provide no answer. 
Since 1954 we have encouraged and assisted 
Western Germany to build up its military 
might. Western Germany can now boast 
the most powerful non-Soviet ground force 
in Europe: an army of 11 divisions and 
253,000 men; a navy of 177 ships and 28,000 
men; an air force numbering 90,000. East 
Germany, in turn, has raised an army of 
approximately 200,000, with a 14,000-man 
navy, and an air force of 10,000. These two 
establishments are, of course, the antithesis 
of the West's original 1946 concept of a uni
fied Germany, stripped of its military po
tential and in a world at peace. 

Times and circumstances obviously have 
changed; yet we persist in maintaining atti
tudes and frames of reference which look 
backward instead of ahead. It is high time 
we face the facts as they exist in 1963. 

It seems inconceivable to me that either 
the United. States or the Soviet Union, the 
Western Alliance or the Eastern bloc, will 
agree on a disarmed, neutral Germany in 
the immediate future. The NATO nations 
certainly would not want Western Germany, 
the bulwark of their land forces, to with
draw its troops from their command. Nor 
will the Warsaw Pact Communist nations 
permit East Germany, with its military re
sources, to withdraw from the Communist 
orbit. Let us acknowledge these facts. The 
mere acknowledgment allows us to proceed 
to a new, present-day evaluation of the Ger
man situation. 

To achieve a formal, ironclad guarantee 
from the Communists on our rights of land 
access to Berlin, certainly we can afford to 
acknowledge the continuing existence of the 
two German Governments and agree, more
over, on the Oder-Neisse line as the East 
German-Polish border. Such an agreement 
would in no way infringe on our commit
ments for preserving West German freedom:._ 
and the Communists would not have gained 
control over a single human being or a sin
gle square inch of territory not already under 
their rule. By consistently refusing to deal 
with the de facto East German Government, 
we strengthen the Soviet hand, rather than
as we would prefer to think--enfeeble it. 
We .simply augment the stalemate. 

But if we accept reality, not only do we 
open the door for a conclusive accord, but 
we would be nurturing an environment 
which could ultimately and successfully un
dermine the Communist satellite regimes. 
Poland is the leading industrial satellite na
tion in the Soviet European empire. Its esti
mated gross national product of $21.5 billion 
tops by $2 billion the GNP of East Ger
many. Only the Communist countries for
mally recognize the 283-mile Polish Oder
Neisse frontier. If the West recognized this 
boundar y as well , one of the chief . bonds 

tying Poland to Russia would be severed; 
and the fundamental anti-Russian feelings 
of the Polish people, who inhabit the Oder
Neisse territories to the virtual exclusion 
of all other nationalities, would be given 
stimulating impetus. A spirit of unrest, of 
rebellion, is latent in all satellite countries. 
It cannot grow contagiously, however, while 
it is enclosed in the vise of unmoving policies. 

I believe that the agreement I suggest 
would have immense, long-term benefits. To 
begin with, by seizing the initiative in the 
easement of tensions, we could concentrate 
more vigorously on the relaxation of the 
Communist controls at the Berlin wall itself . 
Amelioration of these conditions is of prime 
concern to Berliners, both East and West. 

We could follow through with other meth
ods of tension reduction. It would be possi
ble to work out a revised status of forces in 
West Berlin, whereunder American, British, 
and French forces would be garrisoned in 
West Berlin at the invitation of the West 
Berlin government. In turn, this would 
strengthen the position of Mayor Willy 
Brandt. 

We could initiate steps with the Commu
nists for a mutual slackening off of propa
ganda and intelligence operations and, in 
keeping with efforts presently being made by 
the West German Government, trade could 
be normalized between West and East Ger
many and between West Germany and other 
nations-Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hun
gary-behind the Curtain. In actuality, 
trade between East and West Germany today 
amounts to almost half a billion dollars an
nually; but it is hampered by lack of legiti
mization. It is well known that communism 
feeds on areas where poverty and low stand
ard!> of living prevail. Prosperity has never 
been a Communist ally in the lands the 
Kremlin dominates; nor do we find in these 
lands the higher living standards which 
prosperous trade relations engender. 

It has been suggested that the United 
Nations headquarters be moved to Berlin. 
To me this particular step appears some
what extreme, and I would question its 
practicability. However, I see no reason 
why the European headquarters of the U.N., 
presently at the Palais des Nations in Ge
neva, and the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural Organization, pres
ently in Paris, should not be shifted to 
Berlin. I would prefer to see them in East 
Berlin, where their salutary effect, I feel , 
would be most productive; but no matter 
in what part of the city they were based, 
these two bodies would help ease political 
temperatures. 

As tensions are reduced, so alsO would be 
reduced our current adverse balance-of-pay
ments position. We are now spending more 
than $50 billion a year for national defense 
and supporting more than 400,000 men in 
Europe. No other NATO member makes a 
comparable outlay; no other has a longer 
draft period than our own. Yet our NATO 
allies are today enjoying a $4 billion-plus 
trade in consumer, nonstrategic goods with 
the Soviet bloc. In an environment where 
some military relaxation could be imple
mented, wouldn't it be possible for us to 
share in an expansion of peaceful and profit
able trade? 

We must face other realities, however, be
fore considering a more serene future. Un
fashionable as it may be to mention, the 
prospect of a rearmed and reunified Germany 
looms with a dark foreboding over a great 
many European minds. Not easy to forget 
is the fact that Germany has engaged in 
three aggressive wars in the past 100 years. 
The memory bolsters today's general accept
ance of the premise that Germany should 
not be equipped with nuclear weapons; and 
it gives emphasis to our own point of view 
that the proliferation of these weapons 
should be prevented. On this most im
portant single policy, for once, we and the 
Soviets agree. From a long-term viewpoint, 



1963 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 11103 
though, no one nation can or should be 
singled out in this connection, no matter 
what her history or whether she has been 
victorious in a war or defeated. 

-For Eastern Europeans, the specter of a 
rearmed Germany has more alarming conno
tations. Communist authorities and satel
lite leaders exploit this apprehension, which 
is none the less genuine. Eastern Eu
rope's fears are deeply rooted, stemming not 
only from brutalities suffered during World 
War II, but from centuries of earlier Ger
man attacks and occupation. We must not 
ignore the fact that a great majority of 
Eastern Europeans fear the Germans even 
more than they do the Russians. 

The Poles, remembering all too vividly 
German conquest and subjugation, listen 
most uneasily when the usually reasonable 
Dr. Adenauer says that "the Oder-Neisse 
line is not Germany's frontier" and they 
are placed in the ironic position of having to 
choose the Russians as their defenders. A 
much more strident neo-Nazi West German 
minority calls for regaining the Sudetenland 
In Czechoslovakia. Surely, if a rearmed Ger
many should ever move eastward again, we 
would witness once more a European in
ferno. 

Europeans also remember that twice with
in the past half-century Germany's future 
ability to wage war has been strengthened 
by arrangements and understandings reached 
with Russian rulers. Both the Rapallo Agree
ment in 1922 and the Ribbentrop Agree
ment in 1939 were calculated to allow Ger
many to concentrate its efforts against the 
West. 

For these reasons alone, practical as well 
as psychological, I submit that a rearmed, 
reunified Germany is not necessarily the best 
bulwark against the Soviets. 

Many intelligent and moderate Germans 
are today fully aware of the dangers inher
ent in militant reunification. As long ago 
as 1959, the German Social Democrats ad
vanced the Deutschland Plan, accepting the 
Oder-Neisse frontier. Klaus von Bismark, 
grandson of the almost legendary old "Iron 
Chancellor" and now Director of the North 
Rhine-Westphalia radio network, recently 
added his support to this concept and sug
gested that, in accorci with the current think
ing in West Berlin, priority be given to the 
bettering of East German conditions. Presi
dent Charles de Gaulle, whose opinions are 
frequently controversial, but whom we 
should seek to understand as basically a 
European realist, accepts the Oder-Neisse 
:frontier as valid. 

Our diplomatic tasks have never been more 
complex. The maintenance of a strong, co
ordinated Western alliance, with all parties 
in harmony, requires in itself exceptional 
energies. We must never for a moment 
:forget, however, that the Communists are 
our chief enemy and that we are their num
ber one target. And in this respect I firmly 
believe that a policy of total inflexibility is 
purposeless. 

It seems obvious to me that a reunified, 
rearmed Germany-even if it were desir
able-is not to be achieved by any means 
short of the violent upheaval which even 
the most sanguinary among us strenuously 
wish to avoid. By gaining what we lack
guaranteed land access to the island of free
dom which Berlin has come to be--in ex
change for recognition of the de facto East 
German regime, we would be taking a long 
stride toward ending the cold war. 

In effect, we would be exchanging hope 
for hopelessness-and we would be fostering 
those very conditions which, in my opinion, 
can alone lead to the ultimate goal we have 
traditionally championed: a unified, un
armed Germany in a peaceful community of 
nations. Two armed camps cannot in this 
case be forged into one. Patently, the Rus
sians will never make this concession, but 
two ar_med camps, clearly and objectively 

acknowledged as such, can eventually be 
disarmed. There . is the hope. 

We must assume that the Soviet Union, 
confronted with its own internal and ex
ternal anxieties and problems, is willing for 
an abatement of tensions. After all, the 
Russians, too, are realists. Let us, therefore, 
take the initiative in Berlin. For the first 
time in many years, we would have much to 
gain in this vital area, and nothing that is 
fundamental to our honor to lose. 

ARTHUR LAMEY 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 

few weeks ago, while I was in Montana, 
one of my dearest and oldest friends, Mr. 
Arthur Lamey, a former State chairman 
of the Democratic Party, a former State 
commander of the American Legion, and 
a former delegate of the United States 
to the United Nations, passed away. 

I owe a great deal to Arthur Lamey for 
the advice, the counsel, and the consid
eration he gave me through the years. 
He was one of Montana's truly great 
citizens, a close personal friend, and one 
upon whom I depended for counsel long 
before I entered the field of politics. His 
passing is an almost irreplaceable loss. 
Those of us who knew him respected and 
loved him. 

I feel it a sad duty at this time to tell 
Mr. Lamey's friends in this body--on 
both sides of the aisle--of this event, 
which occurred several weeks ago. In 
Mr. Lamey's passing, we have lost a 
great man, Montana has lost a fine citi
zen, and his family has lost a man who 
has meant much to all of them in a de
voted and Christianlike manner down 
through the years. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I 
wish to join the majority leader in trib
ute to the late Arthur F. Lamey, distin
guished American who served this 
Nation and the State of Montana for 
almost half a century. 

Art Lamey earned the respect of all 
Montanans by his unceasing contribu
tions to governmental and service orga
nizations. His ability was recognized 
nationally, by his appointment to the 
President's Advisory Committee on Civil 
Rights in 1958, and to the U.S. delega
tion .to the United Nations in 1960. 

He served 6 years in a difficult position 
to which reelection is the exception, that 
of State Democratic chairman in Mon
tana. It was in this capacity that I 
first met Art Lamey more than a quarter 
of a century ago when I was a successful 
candidate for the legislature under his 
leadership. Later we worked together 
drafting legislation for Montana's par
ticipation and cooperation with the early 
programs of Franklin D. Roosevelt's 
first term. 

Subsequently, as an assistant attorney 
general, I fr~quently consulted with him 
on interpretations and enforcement of 
this pioneer legislation. He was chair
man of the Montana delegation to the 
National Democratic Convention which 
nominated Franklin D. Roosevelt to· a 
fourth term. He was twice nomlnated 
as the Democratic candidate · for Gov
ernor. 

Born in a section house in the town 
of Big Sandy, Art Lamey became head 
of the largest law firm in Montana. He 

served on the board . of directors of the 
Montana Power Co., the Midland Na
tional Bank . of Billings, and businesses 
in the city of Havre, where he began the 
practice of law in 1914. 

A track star at the University of 
Michigan, Art Lamey served with valor 
in the Battle of Argonne Forest and other 
engagements during World War I, hav
ing enlisted as a private in the Marines 
and being discharged as a first lieu ten
ant. Shortly after the war he was crip
pled by polio, which left him with only 
partial use of his legs. As chairman 
of the Orthopedic Foundation, Inc., of 
Billings, he helped many persons af
flicted with the same disease which 
struck him, but could not stop him. 

Art Lamey was a friend, whose counsel 
was prized by lawYers, by businessmen, 
by Government leaders. He was ever 
humble and straightforward and bore 
malice to no one. Mrs. Metcalf and i: 
extend to his widow, Catherine, to their 
son and two daughters, our deepest 
sympathy in the loss of a devoted hus
band and father who gave much to his 
State and country. 
Se~:to~if!;~~· Mr. President, will the 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. The American people 
have lost a dedicated public servant and 
a great citizen. The Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. AIKEN] and I served with 
Arthur Lamey on the American dele
gation to the 15th General Assembly of 
the United Nations. I raise my voice 
to say that he was truly a dedicated citi
zen-statesman. He was a practicing 
Christian. He was a good man. He 
was an inspiration and a great help to 
all of us who served with him at the 
United Nations. 

I know that Mrs. Morse, who happens 
to be out of the city at present, would 
want me to express to Mrs. Lamey on 
behalf of both Mrs. Morse and myself 
our deepest sympathy and our most sin
cere and great regret to hear of the 
great loss. 

I express my deep sympathy to the 
members of his family. 

I wish to say to Mrs. Lamey that I 
am a better person for having had the 
opportunity to be associated with the 
Lameys in New York City during the 
15th General Assembly of the United 
Nations. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I deeply appreciate 
the remarks of my friend, the distin
guished senior Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. As the Senator from 
Oregon has so well said, no one could be 
associated with the Lameys without be
ing the better for it. It was in the 
autumn of 1960 that, together with the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE] and 
others, and particularly Arthur Lamey, 
I was privileged to be a member of the 
U.S. Delegation to the United Nations. 
At that time I established a friendship 
with Mr. Lamey which lasted until his 
death a few days ago. 
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Art Lamey, as we knew him, was one 

of the really great men whom I have 
been priVileged to meet. He had a very 
great understanding of people and their 
problems. He was meticulously fair, 
always being willing to listen to those 
with whom he presumed to disagree. 
He was intensely loyal to the people of 
his State and the United States. In his 
passing Montana and the United States 
has lost one of its finest citizens. I, too, 
wish to extend my very deepest sympathy 
to Mrs. Lamey and to Arthur's sister, 
Ellen. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
thank the senior Senator from Ve.rmont 
and the senior Senator from Oregon for 
what they said because they knew Mr. 
Lamey personally and knew him well. 
Mr. Lamey was a gentleman, a Christian 
in the best meaning of that term, and 
a man of tolerance and understanding. 
He was more than a personal friend. 
He was a great man, as we who knew 
him have said. His passing will be 
mourned. To his wife Catherine, his 
children, his sisters and other relatives, 
Mrs. Mansfield and I extend our deepest 
condolences. 

May his soul rest in peace. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that various editorials and state
ments concerning the passing of Arthur 
Lamey be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editori
als and statements were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Billings (Mont.) Gazette, June 5, 

1963} 
POLITICAL, CIVIC HEADS PAY TRIBUTE TO LAMEY 

Political and civic leaders saw the sudden 
death of Arthur F. Lamey, Sr., Tuesday as a 
great loss to Billings, Mont., and the Nation. 

"We are all terribly shocked," U.S. District 
Judge W. J . Jameson said. "I was his law 
partner for 17 years."· 

"He certainly was one of Montana's out
standing lawyers and citizens. It is a tragic 
loss in every way.'' 

U.S. Senator MIKE MANSFIELD said Mr. 
Lamey "was one of Montana's truly great 
citizens, a close personal friend and a man 
upon whom I depended for advice and coun
sel long before I entered the field of politics." 

Mayor Willard Fraser echoed the state
ment, saying he turned to him a few days 
ago for advice and consultation. 

"And in his passing we're all the poorer, 
but the richer for his having lived and 
worked among us," Fraser said. He said Mr. 
Lamey was "one of the real gentlemen of 
Montana." 

"His passing leaves a void that will never 
be filled," Fraser said. 

"Art Lamey's sudden passing is a great loss 
to Billings, to Montana, and to the Nation. 
Certainly he was one of the outstanding men 
of his generation in Montana," said ·Russ B. 
Hart. 

"His passing is an almost irreplaceable 
loss," Senator MANSFIELD added. 

"Those of us who knew him, respected him, 
and loved him will do our best to follow the 
fine Christian understanding which was so 
much a part of his life," he said. 

Gov. Tim Babcock was traveling to Billings 
late TUesday so no comm.ent was available. 

MANSFIELD SAYS LAMEY T~ULY GREAT CITIZEN 
BILLJNGS.-Senator MIKE MANSFIELD. Demo

crat, of Montana, called Arthur P. Lamey, 
Billings attorney, one of Montana's truly 
great citizens. Lamey died in Billings Tues
day. 

MANSFIELD said Lamey was ''"a close per
sonal friend and a man on whom I depended 
for advice and counsel long before I entered 
the field of politics. 

"His passing Is an almost irreplaceable loss. 
Those o! us who knew him, respected and 
loved him and will do our best to follow the 
fine Christian understanding which was so 
much a part of his life." 

[From the Billings (Mont.) Gazette, 
June 6, 1963] 

A MAN OF BROAD VISION 
A m an can live in a town for his lifetime 

and when he's gone people will try to say the 
things they think should be said about the 
goodness of him. 

They'll talk about his affection for family, 
his devotion to his church, his sense of pub
lic service, his dedication to his profession 
and his love of his fellow man. 

Art Lamey didn't live a lifetime in Bill
ings-but these are the things people here 
who knew him are talking about today. 

He was a gentleman in whose heart there 
was room for anyone and everyone who 
knew him, however briefly. 

He was a lawyer and a polltician-and both 
his profession and his party are the better 
today for having called him theirs. 

But, above all, he was the kind of Ameri
can whose mind and whose vision reached 
beyond his hometown, beyond his State and 
even beyond the oceans that bordered his 
Nation. 

We are poorer that he has gone-but we 
are grateful that, for the years he spent here, 
we could call him ours. 

[From the Montana Standard, June 9, 1963} 
MoNTANA MOURNS ARTHUR N. LAMEY 

(By Thomas E. Mooney) 
BrLLINGs.-Montana mourned · this week 

for one of her able sons. not only in his 
home county of Yellowstone but thorough
out the State wherever he was known. 

In Billings, in Havre, in Helena, and in 
Butte-and elsewhere-friends of Arthur N. 
Lamey were sorrowed by his sudden passing. 

And Arthur Lamey had a special spot in 
his heart for Butte. 

He made a major address in the mining 
city last in October 1960. At that time, he 
was serving his country as a U.S. delegate 
to the United Nations General Assembly, 
under appointment by President Eisenhower. 

IT WAS A PROMISE 
The U.N. at that particular time, was in 

the midst of a serious disturbance over the 
Congo situation. Things were hot. Mr. K. 
was pounding the table and doing his best 
to break up the whole proceeding. It was at 
this time he was particularly rough on Dag 
Hammarskjold, the Secretary-General. He 
wanted to replace Hammerskjold with three 
secretaries. 

In the middle of all this-with the U.N. 
General Assembly· meeting every day and 
continuing its sessions far into the night
Arthur Lamey took time out from his duties 
there to make a speech in Butte. It wasn't 
just another speech to him. It was some
thing he had promised to do. 

He had made advance arrangements to 
address the Montana Chamber of Commerce 
convention and he made a special flight to 
Butte in order to keep that commitment. 
He had promised a friend and it was a 
promise kept, even though he was tired from 
the bitterness and diftlculties of the U.N. 
session and his health, not robust for years, 
made such a plane trip a strain. 

PERSONAL INTEREST 
I had a personal interest in his appearance 

in Butte, serving on a local comm~ttee to 
welcome the distinguished guest. It was in 
our little two-door sedan that Arthur Lamey, 
bearing the troubles of a leg-brace and cane, 
rode from the Butte airport to the Finlen 

Hotel. There were many more pleasant and 
opulent accommodations, I'm sure, available . 
for that trip-but those of us on the com
mittee who greeted him at the airport were 
the ones with whom he rode. And a pleasant 
trip it was. 

I got a first-hand tip as to his subject mat
ter for the speech he made later that after
noon. And I had the pleasure of renewing 
an acquaintanceship of years past with one of 
the most pleasant men who ever lived. 

At the Chamber meeting, Arthur Lamey 
spoke for something like an hour. He told 
the statewide audience that since Khru
shchev "couldn't rule the U.N., he Will ruin it 
if possible." 

He recounted for the audience the 3 weeks 
of debate over the Congo that even then 
was shaking the foundations of the U.N., but 
he expressed a belief in the future, claiming 
the U.N. had shown its value in many ways. 

CALLED FOR CONFIDENCE 
"In the days ahead, I suggest we look for

ward with confidence in our ability to attain 
any goal to which our country aspires," he 
said. "And we should do this with a prayer 
for guidance and strength as we chart our 
course upon the sea of domestic and world 
affairs." 

The talk was well received and the large 
audience kept the speaker on the rostrum 
for another hour, answering questions about 
the world situation at the time and the part 
the United Nations was playing. 

All this came about despite a serious dis
traction which almost disrupted the meeting 
and the convention itself. 

TRIBUTE 

Arthur Lamey appeared before the conven
tion on OCtober 28, 1960. It was that day 
that a commercial airplane inbound for Mis
soula flipped over and crashed about 10 miles 
west of that city. 

When news of the accident reached the 
Butte meeting, there was some consterna
tion. Several present knew one or more of 
the 12 persons aboard · the plane who were 
killed. Many of those attending the conven
tion had planned to board the plane when 
it landed at Butte for flights eastward. 

There was great shock and some men wept 
openly. 

But as a tribute to Arthur Lamey, the 
meeting went on. The questions piled one 
upon another and the tired man on the 
speaker's platform answered every one
kindly, patiently, and thoroughly. 

It was the way Arthur Lamey did every
thing in his life. 

[From the Missoula (Mont.) Missoulian, 
June 9, 1963) 

AN INSPIRATION TO YOUTH WITH AMBITION 
In the 70-year life of Arthur P. Lamey 

every youth fired with ambition may find 
inspiration. 

When overcome by a heart attack last week 
he headed the Treasure State's largest law 
firm. The Billings barrister had long been 
a highly respected leader among lawyers, in 
politics, in a wide field of business and civic 
activities. 

But for affable, considerate, persevering, 
tenacious Art Lamey, the ascent was a long 
and steep one. Few men have been born in 
more humble circumstances than this native 
Montanan. His birthplace was an obscure 
home along the Great Northern Railway 
tracks in the little town of Big Sandy, where 
his father was a section hand. 

To Art, straitened financial circumstances 
were but a spur to endeavor. 

His career as an attorney, launched at 
Havre immediately after 1914 graduation 
from the University of Michigan Law School, 
was soon interrupted by military service in 
World War I. He emerged from that con· 
filet as a Marine Corps first lieutenant, and 
resumed the practice of law. Early in the 
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1920's a bout with polio left him with only 
partial use of his legs. From then on he 
wore braces, limped noticeably, and used a 
cane. Despite his calm and unruffled de
meanor, it was often obvious that he was in 
considerable pain. 

But the extent of his suffering is some
thing he kept to himself as he continued his 
active and constructive interest in many 
activities entirely apart from his growing 
law practice. An inkling of the variety of 
these endeavors is evidenced by the positions 
of statewide leadership in which he served. 
He was a past District Governor of Rotary 
International, a former State commander of 
the American Legion, and a past president 
of the Montana Bar Association. He served 
three consecutive 2-year terms as chairman 
of the Democratic State committee, twice 
was a candidate for Governor. 

His forthright advocacy of what he con
sidered fair and just often resulted in his 
being at variance with fellow Democrats as 
well as with Republicans. But his integrity 
and motives were never subject to question. 
In the tributes to his memory there is a 
complete absence of political demarcation. 
That would be very pleasing to the hard
working, conscientious son of a Big Sandy 
section hand who would not be downed by 
polio. 

[From the Havre Daily News] 
ARTHUR F. LAMEY EXEMPLIFIED GREAT 

CHARACTER 
Good character, exemplified in life, is as 

enduring as the ages. It is never forgotten 
because it always inspires and though 
Arthur F. Lamey's course on this earth has 
been run, what he stood fo-.: and exemplified 
will be remembered by succeeding genera
tions. 

Mr. Lamey had an inherent quality which 
stamped him as a person of unusual stature. 
This strength of moral qualities was most 
apparent to all of us who knew him. He 
stood for that which is recognized as funda
mentally sound and vital to unimpeachable 
performance. 

Easy to understand because he adhered to 
the strongest of principles, Mr. Lamey has 
enriched our lives and left us with a lesson 
that being deliberate and conscientious leads 
to personal success. We know that pro
crastination was never a part of this man 
who was recognized as one of Montana's 
greatest thinkers. He had ideas consistent 
with justice and this was reflected in his 
desire to be of service to his community, to 
his State and to his country. 

If he was mistaken in judgment the oc
casion was rare and he readily admitted it 
but the very fact that he was right so often 
shows that he thought things through care
fully and acted accordingly. His counsel was 
wise and dependable. He readily gra~ped 
any diftlcult task and his work was thorough 
and could be comprehended by all whom he 
served. 

Many of us ~ill always recall that Mr. 
Lamey was a man concerned with the truth. 
He was not interested in speculation or con
jecture if there was a direct answer. His 
serious thoughts and opinions were valued 
because they represented straight thinking. 

All of this was a serious part of Mr. Lamey 
and with it all he had unforgettable person
ality and rich humor. His stories, many 
based on personal experiences, often had a 
moral. Listening to Mr. Lamey provided us 
with an education. He was a person of ideas 
as well as ideals and was interested in the 
development of anything which was good for 
all of us. Thus, he applied himself to trans
lating into action sound projects. 

Those persons who have maintained a file 
of correspondence with Mr. Lamey will be 
looking at his letters again, recapturing the 
memory of compassion, of a chuckle, of 
serious and dependable advice. 

This portion of Montana can be proud that 
it was home to Mr. Lamey. He grew up here 
and went forth to be of service to his fellow 
man. Nothing seemed beyond his talents. 

He was a picture of courage and determi· 
nation in living with a physical handicap 
which never deterred him because he felt 
that you can win over diftlculties if you set 
your heart and mind to the task. 

Mr. Lamey was constantly active and his 
activity meant that he was able to do so 
much for so many people. His interests were 
numerous and they were interests which 
were directed toward making this a better 
Montana. His honors were legion. The life 
of Mr. Lamey was filled with that which we 
can borrow to make our own lives richer and 
more meaningful. "God in His wisdom was 
very good to all of us when He put Arthur 
F. Lamey in our midst, to help us and to be 
our friend. 

To his family and close friends we express 
our heartfelt sympathy. There is so much 
which can be said and yet so little. That's 
the way it is when tribute is paid to truly a 
great man with the leadership qualities and 
the intelligence of Mr. Lamey. 

Beloved by so many, his character is his 
memorial which will endure for coming gen
erations to use in building fine and useful 
lives. 

[From the Montana Standard, June 5, 1963] 
A. F. LAMEY, ONCE U.N. DELEGATE AND STATE 

DEMOCRATIC CHAmMAN, DIES 
BILLINGS.-Arthur F. Lamey, Sr., Montana 

attorney for 47 years and former member of 
the U.S. delegation to the United Nations 
and State Democratic chairman from 1938 to 
1944, died Tuesday. 

A legal associate said the 70-year-old law
yer was laughing and joking in his law oftlce 
Tuesday when he put his head on his desk 
and died, apparently the victim of a heart 
attack. He had not been recently ill. 

Funeral services were pending. 
Lamey was born December 24, 1892, at Big 

Sandy. He distinguished himself as a track 
star while at the University of Michigan be
fore he was graduated in 1914 from the 
Michigan Law School. He entered practice 
in 1914 in Havre where he lived until 1940 
except for 2 years as a U.S. Marine who ex
perienced the Battle of the Argonne Forest 
in France. Enlisting as a private he was dis
charged a first lieutenant. 

During his nearly half century as a Mon
tana lawyer he ran for Governor on the Dem
ocratic ticket twice but was unsuccessful 
both times. 

MOVED TO BILLINGS 
He moved to Billings in 1940 from Havre 

to become associated with the law firm of 
Coleman, Jameson, and Lamey. The firm is 
now that of Lamey, Crowley, Kilbourne, 
Haughey, and Hanson. 

His only son, Arthur F. Lamey, Jr., is an 
associate of his father's law firm. A daugh
ter, Mrs. F. J. Boyd, lives in Bozeman. His 
only other daughter is Sister Barbara Mary, 
a Roman Catholic nun in Minneapolis, Minn. 
His wife, Catherine, several grandchildren 
and a brother and sister are among survivors. 

A lifetime member of the Roman Catholic 
Church, Lamey was one of its outstanding 
laymen in Montana. 

In 1958 after twice serving as head of the 
American Legion of Montana he was ap
pointed by then President Dwight Eisen
hower to the President's Advisory Committee 
on Civil Rights. In 1960 he was named 
alternate delegate to the United Nations, 
also by Eisenhower. 

Returning home to tell of his experiences 
of 3 months he predicted Nikita Khrushchev 
would be unsuccessful in his attempt to 
wreck the United Nations, giving a first
hand report of the Congo cl'isis. 

THRICE DEMOCRATIC CHIEF 
His oftlces included three terms as State 

Democratic chairman, and was chairman of 
the Montana delegation to the National 
Democratic Convention which nominated 
Franklin D. Roosevelt for a fourth term as 
President. 

W. J. Jameson left the firm in 1957 to 
become U.S. district judge at Billings. 

Intermittently, from 1935-51 he was a 
special assistant attorney general of Mon
tana. He was a member of the Michigan Bar 
Association, president of the Montana Bar 
Association in 1939 and was admitted to 
practice before the U.S. Supreme Court and 
Ninth Circuit Court. 

He was a member of the American Judi
cature Society of the American Bar Associa
tion and a member of the American College 
Trial Lawyers. 

His first public oftlce was as Hill County 
administrator at Havre and was Hill County 
attorney from 1923-28. It was at Havre also 
where he first aftlliated with the American 
Legion in which he later served in several 
key national and State positions. He was a 
former district governor of Rotary Inter
national. 

He was a former director of the First 
National Bank of Havre and at his death 
was a director of the Montana Power Co., 
Midland National Bank of Billings and Havre 
Savings & Loan and was president of the 
Orthopedic Corp., of Billings. 

Various Governors called upon him for 
assistance in the field of social legislation. 

(From the Billings (Mont.) Gazette, June 5, 
1963] 

A. F. LAMEY HEART VICTIM 
Arthur F. Lamey, Sr., 70, prominent Mon

tana attorney, business and civic leader, and 
former U.S. delegate to the United Nations, 
died unexpectedly of a heart attack while 
attending a conference in his law oftlces 
Tuesday afternoon. 

Mr. Lamey slumped in his chair. He was 
pronounced dead on arrival at St. Vincent 
Hospital. 

Mr. Lamey had resided in Billings since 
1940 when he became a member of the law 
firm Coleman, Jameson & Lamey. He was 
senior member of the firm of Lamey, Crowley, 
Kilbourne, Haughey & Hanson at the time 
of his death. 

The civic and political leader was born 
Decem·ber 24, 1892, in Big Sandy where he 
attended grade schools. He graduated from 
Havre High School. He received his law de
gree from the University of Michigan in 1914. 
He was a member of the Michigan track 
team. 

Mr. Lamey opened law practice in Havre 
in 1914. It was interrupted by World War I. 
He joined the U.S. Marine Corps in 1917 and 
was discharged as a first lieutenant in 1919 
after action in France, including Argonne 
Forest. 

Mr. Lamey was a life-long Democrat. The 
only elective political offices he held were 
Hill County public administrator in 1915-18 
and county attorney 1923-28. He was a 
candidate for Governor in 1940. 

Mr. Lamey had a long record of public 
service which culminated with his appoint
ment as U.S. delegate to the 15th se~ion of 
the U.N. General Assembly in the fall of 
1960. He attended the turbulent session at 
which Russian demonstrations were most 
violent. 

Mr. Lamey was special assistant to the 
Montana attorney general in land acquisi
tions in 1935-38 and conducted hearings un
der the Selective Service Act in 1940 and 
1943-51. 

SERVED NATION 
He was chairman of Yellowstone County 

war finance drives during World War II. 
From 1958-60 he was a member of President 
Eisenhower's Civil Rights Commission. 
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The late Gov. Elmer Holt named him 
chairman of a committee to draft Federal
State legislation coordination for old-age as-· 
sistance, child welfare, unemployment com
pensation, and related fields. 

Mr. Lamey was Montana Democratic chair
man 1938-44, chairman of the Montana 
delegation to the Democratic National Con
vention in Chicago in 1943 and served as HUI 
County Democratic Central Committeeman 
and State committeeman. 

In 1939 Mr. Lamey was Montana Bar As
sociation president. He was a member of the 
American Bar Association, the American 
Judicature Society of the ABA, the American 
College of Trial Lawyers and the Yellowstone 
County Bar Association. He served on the 
ABA committee on publications. 

Mr. Lamey was admitted to practice before 
the U.S. Supreme Court, the Ninth Circuit 
Court and the Supreme Courts of Michigan 
and Montana. He practiced law. from 
September 1, 1940 until April 17, 1957, with 
U.S. District Judge William J. Jameson, who 
was senior partner of the law :firm, one of the 
largest in Montana, until he went on the 
Federal bench. 

Mr. Lamey also was a past commander of 
the Montana American Legion, 1931-32. He 
served on the Legion's national executive 
committee 1932-35, and the national 
Americanism commission 1935-39. He was on 
the Legion's national defense committee 
1939-44. 

ROTARY LEADER 
Mr. Lamey was district governor of Rotary 

International for Montana in 1926-27 and 
was a past president of the Havre Rotary 
Club. 

At his death he was Orthopedic Founda
tion, Inc., of Billings presid~nt and a member 
of the advisory committee for St. Vincent 
Hospital. 

Mr. Lamey was attorney for many Montana 
business firms and financial organizations. 
He was a Montana Power Co. director, Havre 
Federal Savings & Loan Association director, 
Midland National Bank director, and a re
tired director of the First National Bank of 
Havre. 

Mr. Lamey had traveled extensively in 
Europe, including visits to Belgium, Ger
many, Switzerland, France, England and 
Ireland both during and after World War I. 
He was stricken by polio after World War I 
which left him with partial use of his legs. 
It did not prevent him from active profes
sional, civic and community life. He was a 
member of the Roman Catholic Church. 

Survivors include his widow, Catherine, 
501 Chancery Lane; two daughters, Mrs. F. J. 
(Dorothy) Boyd of Bozeman and Sister 
Barbara Mary of Minneapolis, and a son, A: 
P. Lamey Jr., associated with his father's 
law firm. 

The body is at Michelotti-Sawyers 
Mortuary. 

Arrangements are pending. 

[From the Independent-Record, June 5, 
1963) 

ARTHUR LAMEY, STATE CIVIC, POLITICAL 
LEADER, DIEs 

BILLINGS.-Arthur P. Lamey, 70, Billings 
lawyer and a candidate for Governor of 
Montana, died Tuesday of a heart attack. 

Born in a section house along the Great 
Northern Railway tracks at Big Sandy, · 
Lamey was widely known as an attorney, 
businessman, civic leader, and poiltlclan 
He was a former delegate to the United Na
tions General Assembly. 

STRICKEN AT CONFERENCE 
Lamey was attending a business confer

ence in his law offices when he slumped in 
a chair. He was pronounced dead at a 
Billings hospital. 

He was a resident of Billings since 1940 
but his early education was in r~al schools 

in the Bear Paw Mountain area and in 
Havre. 

SOUGHT GOVERNOR POST 
t..amey tWice was a candidate for Demo

cratic nomination as Governor, in 1940 and 
1948. He was State chairman of the Demo
cratic State central committee from 1938 to 
1944. In 1943, he led the State delegation to 
the Democratic National convention in 
Chicago. 

Lamey held a number of offices in Mon
tana organizations. 

He was past commander of the State 
American Legion, past district governor of 
Rotary International and past president of 
the Montana Bar Association. 

DmECTOR OF POWER FmM 
His business affiliations included director

ships of the Montana Power Co., the Mid
land National Bank, Billings, the First 
National Bank of Havre, and the Havre Fed
eral Savings & Loan Association which he 
helped organize in 1927. 

Lamey's only successes in running for elec
tive office included tenns as Hill County pub
lic administrator from 1915 to 1918 and 
county attorney from 1923 to 1928. 

He was appointed a U.N. delegate in 1960 
and served during the tumultuous 15th ses
sion marked by violent Russian demon
strations. 

Lamey was a special assistant in the 
thirties to the State Attorney General, 
specializing in land acquisition. In the for
ties he conducted hearings under the Selec
tive Service Act. 

ON CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION 
Former President Eisenhower appointed 

him to a term on the Federal Civll Rights 
Commission in 1958. The late Gov. Elmer 
Holt named him chairman ot a committee to 
draft Federal-State legislation coordination 
for old-age assistance, chlld welfare, unem
ployment compensation and related fields. ' 

Lamey was crippled by polio after serving 
as a Marine lieutenant in World War I; It 
left him with partial use of his legs. He 
was chairman of the Orthopedic Foundation, 
Inc., Billings. 

He was a graduate of Havre High school 
and the University of .Michigan Law School. 
He opened a law office in Havre in 1914, the 
year he was graduated from Michigan. He 
was a Roman Catholic. 

Survivors include his widow, Catherine, 
Billings; two daughters, Mrs. P. J. Boyd, 
Bozeman, and Sister Barbara Mary, Min
neapolis; and a son, A. F. Lamey, Jr., associ
ated with his fa~her's law :firm in Billings. 

Funeral arrangements have not been 
announced. 

[From the Inter Lake, June 5, 1963] 
LoNG-TIME STATE ATTORNEY DIEs 

BILLINGS.-Arthur F. Lamey, Sr., Mon
tana attorney for 47 years and former mem
ber of the U.S. delegation to the United 
Nations and State Democratic chairman 
from 1938-44, died Tuesday. 

A legal associate said the 70-year-old 
lawyer was laughing and joking in his law' 
office Tuesday when he put his head on his 
desk and died, apparently the victim of a 
heart attack. He had not been recently ·ill. 

Funeral services were pending. 
Lamey was born December 24, 1892, at 

Big Sandy. · He distinguished himself as a 
track star while at the University of Michi
gan before he was graduated in 1914 from 
the Michigan Law ·school. He entered 
practice in 1914 in Havre where he lived 
until 1940 except for 2 years as a U.S. Ma
rine who experienced the battle of the Ar
gonne Forest in France. Enlisting as a pri
vate~ he was discharged a first lieutenant. 

He ran for Governor on the Democratic 
ticket twtce and was unsuccessful both 
times. 

He moved to Billings in 1940 from Havre 
to become associated with the law firm of 
Coleman, Jameson and Lamey. The :firm 
is now that of Lamey, Crowley, Kilbourne, 
Haughey and Hanson. · 

His only son, Arthur P. Lamey, Jr., is an 
assOciate of his father's law firm. A daugh
ter, Mrs. F. J. Boyd, lives in Bozeman. His 
only other daughter is Sister Barbara Mary, 
a Roman Catholic nun in Minneapolis; Minn. 
His wife, Catherine, several grandchildren 
and a. brother and sister are among sur
vivors. 

A lifetime member of the Roman Catholic 
Church, Lamey was one of its outstanding 
laymen in Montana. 

In 1958 after twice serving as head of the 
American Legion of Montana he was ap
pointed by then President Dwight Eisen
hower to the President's Advisory Committee 
on Civil Rights. In 1960 he was named al
ternate delegate to the United Nations, also 
by Eisenhower. 

Returning home to tell of his experiences 
of 3 months he predicted Nikita Khrushchev 
would be unsuccessful in his attempt to 
wreck the United Nations, giving a firsthand 
report of the Congo crisis. 

His offices included three terms as State 
Democratic chairman; he was chairman of 
the Montana delegation to the National Dem
ocratic convention which nominated Frank
lin D. Roosevelt for a. fourth term as Presi
dent. 

[From the Daily Missoulian, June 15, 1963] 
ARTHUR F, LAMEY OF BILLINGS DIES 

BILLINGS.-Arthur F. Lamey, 70, well
known Billings attorney and two-time can
didate for Governor, died Tuesday about 
3 p.m. 

K. 0. Crowley, Lamey's law partner, said 
Lamey suffered a stroke during a business 
conference and was dead on arrival at a Bill
ings hospital. 

Lamey was born in a section house at Big 
Sandy and was the son of a Great Northern 
Railway section hand. His early education 
was obtained in Bear Paw Mountain area 
rural schools and in Havre. 

After graduation from the University of 
Michigan Law School in 1914, he served 
overseas with the Marine Corps during 
World War I and was discharged as a first 
lieutenant. After the war he returned to 
Havre. 

He was Montana district governer of Ro
tary International in 1916-17, served two 
terms as Hill County administrator and two 
more as county attorney, from 1923 to 1927. 

Lamey served as Montana Department 
Commander of the American Legion in 1931 
and 1932 and president of the Montana Bar 
Association in 1938 and 1939. 

He was State chairman of the Democratic 
State central committee from 1938 to 1944 
and twice was a candidate for the party's 
nomination for Governor, first in 1940 and 
again in 1948. 

Lamey was a leader in Billings civic affairs 
a:nd in advocating irrigation development in 
eastern and northern Montana. He was 
chairman of the committee which drafted 
Montana's social security, unemployment 
and public welfare laws. 

Survivors include the widow, two daugh
t.ers and a son. 

SENATE SPEECHES 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, on 
this day of gravity and somber sound
ings in this body, I desire to read some
thing that was mentioned by my uncle, 
who was vice president of the constitu
tional convent!on in the territory of 
Arizona back in 1910. He was also one 
of the founders of .the Democratic Party 
in that tenitory. I am prompted in 
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reading the brief paragraph, too, by the 
constant disregard of our 3-minute rule: 

Mr. Goldwater offered the following resolu
tion: 

"RESOLUTION No. 1 
"Resolved, That any member having a 

prepared speech of which he is proud and 
which he desires to have perpetuated, be 
given leave to me a typewritten or printed 
copy of the same, prepared at -his own ex
pense, with the secretary of the conven
tion to be published in the journal: Be it 
further . 

"Resolved, That the secretary be authorized 
to Insert at such intervals as he may deem 
proper, in said speech these words in paren
theses, 'hear,• 'hear,• 'applause,' 'loud ap
plause,' 'laughter,' etc." 

SENATOR FRANK E. MOSS ELECTED 
TO ORDER OF THE COIF 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, on 
Monday, June 3, our able and distin
guished colleague, Senator FRANK E. 
Moss, of Utah, was honored by the 
George Washington University Law 
School by election to its chapter of the 
Order of the Coif. On the occasion of 
his induction into this Honorary legal 
society, whose membership is limited to 
outstanding legal scholars and members 
of the legal profession who have attained 
unusual distinction, Senator Moss gave 
a noteworthy address in defense of the 
Supreme Court. As his remarks on the 
importance of preserving the traditional 
prestige of the judicial branch of the 
Government and his review of the his
tory of the Supreme Court are especially 
significant at this time, I ask unanimous 
consent that the address be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SUBJECT: THE SUPREME COURT AND ITS 
CRITICS 

In his delightful book of anecdotes about 
the Algonquin Hotel in New York, Frank 
Case tells of the after dinner speaker who 
knew a good story about a gun and wanted 
to tell it but couldn't think of any graceful 
way of introducing it into the speech he was 
making. Desperate at last, he cried, "Bang! 
Was that a gun I heard?" and went on hap
pily to unleash his gag. 

Tonight, I'd like to talk to you about the 
Supreme Court, its role in our Government, 
its critics and the role of the lawyer with 
respect to the critics. There is probably a 
very graceful way to lead into these topics. 
I might, for instance, tell you how honored 
I am to have been tapped for induction into 
the Order of the Coif, as indeed I am. This 
would lead logically to the observation that 
it was from the Serjeants-at-Law, the origi
nal members of the Order of the Coif, that 
the judges were chosen. Or I could reach 
the subject of judges by reminding you that 
I did a little time on the bench myself and 
have, in a small way, some first-hand knowl
edge of what takes place in the mind of a 
judge. Or, just mentioning the State I rep
resent would lead us right to the subject of 
the critics of the Court. The people of Utah 
are presently in throes, I'm sure that's the 
right word, of being organized for the John 
Birch Society by a young man named Reed 
Benson. Having mentioned all these things 
I would be well on my way. 

Yet, whatever the technique used by Frank 
Case's speaker lacks in grace, it makes up for 
in directness, and I am inclined to adopt it 
myself, though it's not a gag I'm unleashing. 

"Bang, was that a gun I heard?" 
CIX--699 

As a matter of fact, it was a gun. Some 
superpatriot, I think he calls himself a 
minuteman, grew impatient with the ef
forts to eliminate the Chief Justice by im
peachment and took the matter Into his 
own hands. 

Those of you who have been reading as 
closely as I have the literature of some of · 
the groups spawned and suckled by the John 
Birch Society will realize that this bang I 
mention is not an unlikely report. The 
Welch-Birch argument for the impeachment 
of Earl Warren, Chief Justice of the United 
States, is not based upon any bill of par.
ticulars which is specific, clear-cut and 
subject to proof and analysis. His argument 
is pitched on an emotional plane. 

"We believe that the impeachment of War
ren would dramatize and crystallize the 
whole basic question of whether the United 
States remains an independent Republic, or 
gradually becomes transformed Into a prov
ince of the worldwide Soviet system," says 
Robert Welch. On such stuff as this are 
mad men nourished. 

Criticism of the Court, its members or its 
decisions is not an evil. Indeed, it would 
be a great evil to espouse and advocate the 
doctrine that the Court is above criticism. 
The evil Of much of the current criticism is 
that it does not rely on facts. It relies on 
sordid imputations of conspiracy with a 
foreign power. Its basic thrust is directed 
at undermining the prestige of the Court 
as an American institution, as one of the 
three coequal branches of our Government. 

This prestige and strength did not spring 
into being with the adoption of our Con
stitution. The pages of history clearly point 
the long climb of our Supreme Court to its 
stature as an institution, as a fully equal 
pillar of our tripartite check-and-balance 
Government. 

The early years of the Court were marked 
by neglect and indifference by our people, 
our States, and the executive and legisla
tive branches of the Federal Government. 
President Washington, who had the envious 
job of appointing the full Court, was hard 
put to find men willing to accept. To the 
men who wrote the Constitution, the Court 
apparently seemed the least interesting, 
perhaps even the least equal, of the branches 
of the new Government. John Jay, who 
accepted the appointment as the first Chief 
Justice, left the Court twice, once to go 
to England as ambassador-extraordinary to 
negotiate the treaty which bears his name, 
then permanently when he became Gover
nor of New York. At the Court's first ses
sion, on February 1, 1790, in New York 
City, only three of the Justices were present. 
One Justice, Iredell, from North Carolina, 
was unable to reach New York before the 
first term, which lasted only 10 days, had 
ended. He was not sworn in until the 
summer session which began on August 2. 

Today, membership on the Court cannot 
be described as unappealing or unsought. 
I doubt that any lawyer worth his salt 
wouldn't give up his right arm, or at least 
his eyeteeth, to be appointed to the Court. 
A man's refusal of an appointment now 
would more likely be based upon a convic
tion that he was not worthy of the Court 
than that the Court was not worthy of him.. 
Perhaps the incident which symbolizes the 
nadir as well as the zenith of the Court's 
prestige was the Roosevelt effort to pack 
the Court. The congressional rebuff to this 
effort certainly accorded with the popular 
feeling of that time. Forgotten were earlier 
"packings" of the Court by a strong-willed 
executive. Now the Court stood inviolate 
even as to number of Justices. 

Although our Court did not have pres
tige from the beginning, from the begin
ning and ever since it has had critics. 

Article In of the Constitution provided 
that the judicial power vested in the Supreme 
Court should extend to controversies "be-

tween a State and citizens of another State ... 
In 1791, two citizens of South Carolina 
acting as executors for a British creditor 
sued the State of Georgia. In Chisholm v. 
Georgia, 2 Dallas 419 (1792), the Court 
found against Georgia. The Georgia Legis
lature immediately passed a law imposing 
the death penalty on anyone trying to ex
ecute the order of the Court. 

· There is no record that anyone tried to en
force the order. The Nation was so aroused, 
however, at what was considered an invasion 
of States rights that the 11th amendment 
was adopted. This, of course, provided that 
the judicial power of the United States 
should not be construed to extend to any 
suit against a State by citizens of another 
State or by citizens of a foreign state. 

It was in 1801, however, that the Court 
became embroiled in what may well be its 
most significant struggle for prestige. In 
February, just before Jefferson was to be in
augurated, Congress changed the judicial 
system of the country with the passage of 
the Circuit Court Act. The Supreme Court 
Justices would no longer be circuit riders 
and (note) their number was reduced to 
five. The obvious reason for the reduction 
was to prevent Jefferson from filling the va
cancy likely to occur with the departure of 
Justice Cushing who was old and in ill 
health. In another act, Congress created 
the positions of more than 20 justices of the 
peace to be filled by the Preslden t. Adams 
signed the acts and began feverishly mak
ing appointments to the new positions. As 
Secretary of State, it was up to John Mar
shall to fill out, seal and deliver the com
missions to these new appointees. By mid
night of March 3, 1801, all had been sealed 
but a few remained undelivered. Upon his 
inauguration, Jefferson vowed to do every
thing in his power to prevent these midnight 
appointees from taking office. He ordered 
James Madison, his Secretary of State, not 
to deliver the commissions which remained 
on his desk. 

It was just a little more than a month 
earlier that John Marshall had been con
firmed by the Senate as Chief Justice. When 
one of the midnight appointees named Mar
bury, petitioned the Supreme Court for an 
order directing Madison to deliver to him 
the commission which had been signed and 
sealed, it was the Court of Chief Justice 
Marshall which agreed to hear argument on 
the petition during the next term of the 
Court. Jefferson was outraged and de
manded the immediate repeal of the Circuit 
Court Act, and this brought Congress into 
the fray which had started as a battle be
tween the Executive and the Court. 

Congress repealed the act, passed a new 
one putting the Justices back on the circuits, 
and by revising the terms of Court forced an 
adjournment for 14 months. 

Marshall and the Court were patient, how
ever, and began hearing the Marbury case 
on February 9, 1803. Madison and Attorney 
General Lincoln were completely uncoopera ... 
tive. No one knew what had become of 
Marbury's commission. The Chief Justice, 
of course, knew that it had existed since he 
signed and sealed it. It was an affidavit of 
a clerk and another by James Marshall, the 
brother of the Chief Justice, however, which 
the Court accepted as evidence of the ex
istence of the commission. 

You all know what the Chief Justice did in 
his opinion. He asked three questions: 

1. Has Marbury a right to the commission? 
2. If he has a right, do the laws of the 

country afford him a remedy? 
3. If they afford him a remedy, is it a 

mandamus issuing from this Court? 
He answered "Yes" to the first two ques

tions and "No>" to the third. In answering 
"No" to the third question, it was necessary 
for him to hold that the act of Congress 
which conferred original jurisdiction on the 
Supreme Court to issue writ of mandamus to 
persons holding office under the authority of 
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the United States was unconstitutional. 
This is the result Jefferson actually wanted. 
Marbury did not get his commission. Yet 
in reaching it, Marshall made it very clear 
that had the Court the jurisdiction to issue 
a writ of mandamus at all, it would have 
issued one to the Secretary of State in this 
case. 

Almost overlooked at the time was the im
portance of Marshall's answer to the third 
question. The principle, firmly established 
now, that in the exercise of its judicial power 
the Court may find an act of Congress un
constitutional is the one which distinguishes 
our Government from any other which has 
been known. There were other governments 
in which there was a separation of powers. 
There were other governments in which 
there were checks and balances. But there 
were no other governments in which acts of 
the parliament or legislature could be held 
invalid by the courts. 

There is very little doubt that the framers 
of the Constitution intended this result. 
There is even less doubt that the framers 
intended that the Court have the power to 
strike down State legislation which was con
trary to the Federal Constitution. Were it 
possible for the State legislatures to make 
the final determination of the validity of 
their acts, the whole character of our Fed
eral system would be altered. There is no 
doubt in my mind that such an alteration 
would be a disastrous one. Yet today there 
is a ground-swell of opinion for making such 
a change--for creating a supreme court of 
the States which would be the ultimate 
arbiter of any alleged conflict between State 
law and Federal law. 

Some of the advocates of this change are 
the same people who would impeach the 
Chief Justice because he is identified with a 
few decisions they do not like--with Brown 
against Board and Pennsylvania against 
Nelson. They are the same people who in 
the name of fighting an enemy would give 
up the very institutions which distinguish 
our way of life from that which would be 
imposed upon us by the enemy. The ground
swell may grow to a tidal wave that engulfs 
us unless those who are most qualified to 
speak out against these changes do speak 
out. This is the role of the lawyer. 

The lawyer, more than any other man, 
has the ability, has the duty, to silence the 
critics-not by muffling their voices-not by 
making them outlaws-no, the lawyer's duty 
is to silence the critics by inundating them 
with a wave of logic. 

When the critics say that the Nelson case 
has left the States defenseless against those 
who would subvert the State, publicize the 
facts. The Nelson case leaves a State free 
to punish those who would subvert the 
State. It is the punishment of those who 
would subvert the Nation that is the exclu
sive province of the Federal Government. 

If this fails to satisfy the critics, the lawyer 
must point out that it is not necessary to 
change the Supreme Court in order to 
change the result. It is necessary only to 
change the law. But by all means let the 
critics know what troubles in the war 
against communism a change in the law 
would entail. Let them know how 50 State 
laws paralleling the Smith Act and 
the Communist Control Act would hamper 
the FBI. And by all means let your Con
gressmen know how you feel about H.R. 3, 
the perennial measure to overrule Nelson 
which would at the same time open a pan
dora's box of legal miseries. Let them know 
also that you can't change the Constitution 
by changing the Court or its functions. Let 
them know too that until the 14th amend
ment is repealed it must be enforced. 

The proposal to create a "court of the 
Union" composed of the chief justices of 
the 50 States, was presented last December 
in Chicago to an assembly of State delega
tions held by the Council of State Govern-

ments. It was one of a package of three pro
posed amendments to make basic changes 
in the Constitution. The other two amend
ments would equally alter its purpose, and 
in my opinion, would challenge the Federal 
Union of the States. But I will not take 
the time to discuss them here. Sufficient to 
my purposes is the fact that all three of the 
proposed amendments were approved by the 
council and it was decided to present them 
to the 4s State legislatures which would be 
meeting this year. 

The first two proposals have already been 
quietly approved by one-third of the States 
needed to compel Congress to call a national 
convention on them, while the third one, 
the proposal which would, in effect, overturn 
the Supreme Court, has been acted upon 
favorably by State legislatures in four States 
(Arkansas, Wyoming, Florida, and Alabama). 

It seems incredible that constitutional 
changes of such magnitude could be under 
consideration in our Republic with such 
little talk about them. There have been 
several newspaper stories about their impact, 
but I am sorry to say, there has been little 
more than a murmur in the legal profession. 
A proposal to subvert the Supreme Court 
with a "court of the Union" should be a 
clarion call to the legal profession, and their 
voices should be ringing in debate from one 
end of the land to another. 

Can you imagine such a proposal going 
unnoticed by the members of the bar in the 
early days of our Republic? Lawyers would 
have been asking one another whether such 
a proposal would in any way endanger our 
liberties, or suppress our minorities. Would 
it strip the Court of powers essential to a 
strong Federal Union of the States? Would 
it lead to confusion and chaos and squab
bling among the States reminiscent of that 
which existed almost 200 years ago under the 
Articles of Confederation? 

I am sure that our legal forebears would 
have analyzed the proposal anxiously and 
sharply from every angle, and that is what 
we of the mid-20th century bar must do. For 
after all, if the legal profession is not the 
watchdog for the Supreme Court, who is? 

No lawyer should ever give up his right 
to disagree with the Court. But every lawyer 
should be very conscious of the role he must 
play in the defense of the Court as an insti
tution. There is a very special reason for 
the lawyer to plead the case for the Court. 
Whenever a President is attacked, he may 
strike back at his critics. Whenever a Mem
ber of Congress is attacked, he may strike 
back at his critics. When a Justice is at
tacked, he has no voice but that of the mem
bers of his bar. The current wave of anti
Court propaganda must surely pass as have 
earlier assaults upon our third coordinate 
branch of government. But we should short
en this misguided and somewhat ridiculous 
emotional outburst so that the discussion 
and disposition of substantive issues can 
proceed without distortion and clouds cast by 
this attack upon the institution of the Su
preme Court. 

In this attack by misguided zealots we 
need attorneys for the defense of the Court 
as an institution. 

That is your role as a lawyer. That is my 
role as a lawyer. You as newly elected mem
bers and I as an honorary member of the 
order of the Coif, must, more than ever be
fore, be conscious of the importance of that 
role. May God help you and me to play it 
well. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I en

thusiastically support the President's 
civil rights proposals. I consider them 
a charter for human rights which Amer
ica needs and needs badly. 

I understand that at the request of 
the Senator from Oregon the full text 
of this historic statement will be read to 
the Senate later this afternoon. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. It is the intention 

to have a quorum call-a live quorum
and to have the full text of the Presi
dent's message read. It has been read 
in the House of Representatives. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I concur, and I am 
delighted that the leadership has decided 
to have the message read. I should like 
to emphasize the last paragraph, in 
which the President says: 

I therefore ask every Member of Congress 
to set aside sectional and political ties, and 
to look at this issue from the viewpoint of 
the Nation. I ask you to look into your 
hearts-not in search of charity, for the 
Negro neither wants nor needs condescen
sion-but for the one plain, proud, and price
less quality that unites us all as Americans
a sense of justice. In this year of the eman
cipation centennial, justice requires us to 
insure the blessings of liberty for all Amer
icans and their posterity-not merely for 
reasons of economic efficiency, world diplo
macy, and domestic tranquillity-but, above 
all, because it is right. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I fully and 

enthusiastically endorse the civil rights 
message sent to the Congress by the 
President today and shall vote for the 
comprehensive legislation program it 
recommended. I will take every meas
ure possible to see to it that Congress 
stays in session until this program has 
been voted upon, however long that may 
be. 

I am pleased to note that many of the 
President's recommendations are almost 
identical to bills which I have intro
duced and cosponsored in the past, in
cluding legislation on voting rights, 
school desegregation, financial and tech
nical assistance to desegregating school 
districts, equal accommodation in public 
facilities, and fair employment practices 
legislation. There are some differences 
of approach, and where there are differ
ences I shall certainly support that legis
lation which seems the strongest and 
most effective. 

The President's emphasis on economic 
measures and educational and voca
tional programs to attack the shocking 
problem of unemployment among 
Negroes should be applauded. 

The proposal for general legislation 
prohibiting the use of Federal funds un
der any guise for segregated facilities of 
any kind also has my vigorous support. 

I have supported this principle con
sistently on specific appropriation bills 
for many years, and believe the matter 
should be settled once and for all 
through general legislation. 

I commend the statesmanlike tone of 
this message. It was strong, it was re
sponsible, it was comprehensive. This 
is a program worth fighting for to the 
ultimate degree, whatever the cost may 
be in terms of other legislation or in 
terms of political unity. The passing 
of this civil rights legislation is a moral 
and constitutional imperative that must 
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be achieved if we are to redeem our his
toric promises and restore our national 
image as the unqualified champion of 
human freedom at home and abroad. 

Mr. President, I received this morn
ing from the president of the Jefferson 
Club of Ridgefield, Conn., a resolution 
passed by that group in support of Fed
eral legislation in behalf of civil rights. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of this resolution be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Whereas the Negro citizens of our coun
try are engaged in a crucial struggle to ob
tain all the civil rights guaranteed to them 
by the 14th amendment to the Constitu
tion; and 

Whereas in various areas both in the 
South and in the North these basic rights 
are denied to them in full or in part; and 

Whereas it appears necessary that certain 
Federal legislation must be enacted to pro
vide the Federal Government with the power 
to assert and maintain the civil rights of 
minorities in courts of law; and 

Whereas the President of the United 
States has submitted or is about to submit 
to the Congress proposals for the enact
ment of such laws relating to (1) eradica
tion of discrimination in places of public 
commerce and assembly and accommoda
tion, (2) more prompt and encompassing 
desegregation of schools in compliance with 

·the Supreme Court decisions of 1954, and 
· (3) for the protection and guarantee of vot
ing rights of minorities especially in the 
Southern States: Now, therefore, it is 
unanimously 

Resolved by the Jefferson Club of Ridge
field, Conn., as follows: 

1. That it fully supports the American 
Negro in his struggle for civil rights. 

2. That it fully supports the program of 
the President of the United States designed 
to defend and secure those rights. 

3. That it respectfully urges its Repre- · 
sentatives in Congress to vote for and ·vig
orously support the legislation proposed or 
to be proposed by the President. 

4. That the two Senators from Connecti
cut do all within their power to prevent a 
Senate filibuster which ·would debar the 
legislation from coming to a vote on the 
floor of the Senate. 

5. That a copy of this resolution be sent 
to the following persons in Washington: 
Hon. THOMAS J. Donn, U.S. Senator; Hon. 
ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF, U.S. Senator; Hon. AB
NER SmAL, Representative, Fourth Connecti
cut District; Hon. BERNARD GRABOWSKI, Rep
resentative-at-Large. 

JEFFERSON CLUB OF RIDGEFIELD. 
By PETER S. ALEXANDER, P1·esident. 

Attest: 
PETER J. ROBUTUCCI, 

Secreta1·y. 

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST AMERI
CAN POULTRY PRODUCTS BY 
EUROPEAN COMMON MARKET 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, today I call attention to the 
manner in which under our foreign-aid 
program the poultry farmers in foreign 
countries have received over $6 million 
from the American taxpayers to finance 
the expansion of their poultry industry. 
This has been done at a time when our 
own domestic poultry industry has been 
facing a grave situation as the result of 
losing its export markets. . 

Since the establishment of the Euro
pean Common Market, there has been 

continuous discrimination against Amer
ican poultry products. 

The most recent action was the fur
ther increase of 1 ¥4 cents in the variable 
fees, bringing the present charges to 
around 14 cents per pound. 

Many of us in Congress have been 
urging Governor Herter, as our trade 
representative, to insist upon a correc
tion in these discriminatory tariffs and 
to advise the European Common Mar
ket countries that, unless some correc
tion is made, we shall be forced to take 
retaliatory steps. However, rather than 
obtaining favorable action, we now find 
that under our foreign-aid program the 
Federal Government has during the past 
couple of years been financing the ex
pansion of the poultry industry in many 
countries which in turn will be supply
ing the European Common Market on 
more favorable tariff arrangements than 
those accorded to the American farmers. 

For example, under our foreign-aid 
program we have made available, in out
right grants and loans, over $6 million to 
finance the expansion of the poultry in
dustry in these countries. Those loans 
and grants are broken down as follows: 

Libya: $50,000 to introduce and dis
tribute improved breeding stock. 

Morocco: $88,000 to provide a poultry 
adviser and equipment for a poultry sta
tion with 10,000 Rhode Island Red chicks 
plus another $2 million made available 
to buy 18,000 tons of surplus grain. Just 
how they expect 10,000 chicks to eat 
18,000 tons of feed has as yet not been 
explained. 

Tunisia: $659,000 to encourage the de
velopment and enlargement of a com
mercial poultry industry. 

Sudan: $200,000 to establish a 3,000 
hen breeding flock, 30,000 egg hatchery, 
and a feed mixing plant. 

Nigeria: $486,000 to improve its 
poultry industry. 

The Dominican Republic: A develop
ment grant of $40,000 to build up its 
poultry industry. 

Greece: A $300,000 loan was made to 
the Voktas Feeds, Inc., in Greece, to ex
pand its poultry-raising facilities. 

India: The Arbor Acres Farm, an af
filiate of IBEC-International Bank 
Econ-Corp.-in India, received a loan of 
$2.5 million for the purpose of improve
ment of poultry production in that 
country. 

Altogether $6,323,000 of the taxpayers' 
money has been spent in these various 
countries to build up the poultry industry 
in competition with our already hard
pressed poultrymen. Of course, as tax
payers our American poultrymen are 
paying both ways. 

CREDENTIALS OF USURPING POW
ERS OF HUNGARY ACCEPTED IN 
UNITED NATIONS 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, within 

the last 10 days it was decided in the 
United Nations to accept the credentials 
of the representatives sent to the United 
Nations by the usurping powers of the 
government in Hungary. Since the 
Hungarian revolution in 1956 each year 
the credentials of the usurping Commu
nist leaders, under the direction of Ka
dar, were rejected. This year our Gov-

ernment abstained from making a pro
test. Hence the representatives of Hun
gary were accepted, and they were 
recognized; and in that way we recognize 
that the Communist Government ot 
Hungary is a duly constituted govern
ment. The people of the captive nations 
have been seriously wronged. In my 
opinion, nowhere except in the western 
part of Europe, and of course in Great 
Britain also, are there people more de
voted to our cause than the people living 
within the nations that are now the cap
tives of tyrannical Russia. My fear is 
deep that the abandonment of the cause 
of the Hungarian patriots in their brave 
uprising against the Communist dicta
torship in 1956 is a course which will be 
painfully regretted by our country and 
the people devoted to the free west. 

VVe should not have abandoned the 
people of the captive nations. Aban
doning the Hungarian patriots, as re
cently evidenced by the United States 
representative in the United Nations ab
staining from a vote on whether 
the Kadar Communist representatives 
should officially be recognized by the 
United Nations, in my opinion is un
pardonable. It is a grave mistake. Our 
State Department has been brainwashed 
into accepting and approving this course. 

I am obliged to state, however, that 
the handwriting of what happened was 
on the wall more than a year ago, when 
arrangements were made in the United 
Nations for the abandonment of SirLes
lie Monroe, a devoted advocate of the 
cause of the Hungarian freedom fighters, 
and the substitution for Leslie Monroe 
ofUThant. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, may 
I be permitted to speak for 2 additional 
minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, a Lon
don newspaper about a year ago carried 
a statement that a deal had been made, 
that the Hungarian representatives be 
accepted and that, in exchange, the Rus
sians would approve of the selection of 
U Thant. I, of course, cannot say that 
that is the fact. However I can say that 
the story was carried in the London press 
about a year ago. What was stated in 
the London newspapers is now occurring. 
We should not, and in my opinion even
tually will not, forget the sacrifices of 
1956 made by the Freedom Fighters in 
Hungary. Undoubtedly the Communist 
bloc and its many international backers 
now will be strengthened in their efforts 
at subversion, infiltration, and the de
struction of the cause of freedom with 
the new prestige which has come from 
the recognition by the United States and 
the United Nations of the Kadar Com
munist puppet government. 

Mr. President, we cannot continue in
terminably abandoning people who are 
willing to fight and die for freedom. We 
threw overboard the patriots of Cuba. 
Now we threw overboard the patriots 
and the lovers of freedom in Hungary. 
It is a tragic day, and in my opinion we 
shall regret what has happened before a 
long time has passed. 
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ANNIVERSARY OF EAST BERLIN 
UPRISING 

Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. President, this week 
marks the lOth anniversary of ·the East 
Berlin uprising of 1953, during which 
many brave East Germans lost their live~ 
struggling against overwhelming forces 
of their · Comniunist masters. It is a 
tragic coninientary on the state of our 
world that we in the free Western na
tions must make repeated statements on 
Communist brutality: I hope the day 
will soon come when such statements will 
no longer be necessary. However, as long 
as Communist regimes persist in their 
evil works, such statements will be made. 
We of the free world, who subscribe to 
the concepts of human liberty and dig
nity, will never cease to condemn the 
atrocities perpetrated by dictatorial rul
ers and the masters of closed societies. 

I am sure that all the members of this 
distinguished body remember clearly the 
photographs dealing with the 1953 East 
Berlin events. The picture most vivid in 
my mind depicts a heavily armored tank 
bearing down upon an unarmed civilian, 
who, out of desperation, is pelting the 
tank with :fist-sized stones. This scene, 
Mr. President, is symbolic of the struc
ture of Communist societies. On the 
other hand, there is the rule of a clique 
imposed by naked force. On the other 
hand, there is the powerless citizen, 
whose only recourse to protest is primi
tive violence. 

One of the most basic of man's drives 
is the search for freedom. As long as 
freedom is absent in Communist so
cieties, events such as the Berlin upr1s
ing and the later Hungarian revolution 
of 1956 are inevitable. I join thousands 
of Americans in paying tribute to the 
brave men and women behind the Iron 
Curtain who have lost their lives battling 
against Communist tyranny. 

SUGAR PRICES 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, many 

Americans, from the housewife who puts 
a teaspoon of sugar in her coffee to the 
candy or soft drink producer who buys 
sugar by the carload, are concerned 
about today's high sugar prices. 

My esteemed colleague, Senator 
EUGENE J. McCARTHY, of Minnesota, re
cently made some illuminating remarks 
about high sugar prices in an address 
delivered before the Sugar Club in New 
York City. 

In view of what I know is our mutual 
concern with this problem, may I com
mend Senator McCARTHY's address to all 
my colleagues. I ask unanimous con
sent that his remarks be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SPEECH OF SENATOR EUGENE J. MCCARTHY, THE 

SUGAR CLUB, NEW YORK CITY, MAY 27, 1963 
When the Sugar Act was enacted last year 

there were some who were convinced that 
this issue could be put away for another 2 
years and that the American public would 
proceed, as it had for many years, to take 
sugar for granted. 

Sugar is back in the news, and it is back in 
a manner which is disturbing to all coninini-

ers and producers and to the Congress. I 
tl\in~ it well thiS evening to revie.W both the 
general theory behi~d the sugar program 
anq the experience of the p~-t; 30 . years, and 
also to inquire as to the cau~es of the un
settled condition which has developed in the 
pa8t year. . 

I am concerned about the ~:ugar industry 
and the stability of sugar prices as a repre
sentative of the consuming public a:p.d as a 
representative of. what I consider the best 
beet sugar producing State in the Union. 
As a Member of the House of Representatives 
from 1949 through 1958, I supported ex
tensions and adjustments of the Sugar Act, 
and during my service on the Ho:use Com
mittee on Agriculture I had an opportunity 
to · stuciy the problem in some detail. As a 
member of the Senate Finance Committee, I 
was involved in the debate last year. 

The sugar program is an example of com
mendable cooperation between Government 
and industry. The Government acted only 
after the whole industry was faced with dis
aster. It dealt with a problem made more 
complex because it also involved the eco
nomic and sometimes the political stability 
of other nations. 

The Sugar Act did not destroy private 
initiative or responsibility. Rather, major 
responsibility was left with the industry to 
work out its operations within the broad 
framework set by law. 

The original Federal interest in sugar, of 
course, was that of producing revenue. The 
first tarift of 1789 imposed an import duty 
on raw sugar and during the next century 
the duty averaged about 2.5 cents per pound. 
The revenue tariff also turned out to be use
ful protection and assisted the developme~t 
of the cane industry in the new territory of 
Louisiana. However, it was not until 1894 
that protection of domestic producers be
came the primary purpose of the tariff. The 
protective tarift program for sugar rem.ained 
in effect until 1934, during which time the 
beet industry expanded greatly. 

The experience under the :tariff was un
even. There were some periods of large 
profits and others of severe depression. The 
world price of raw sugar averaged 19 cents 
per pound in May 1920, but dropped to less 
than 5 cents per pound in December of the 
same year. 

Under the tariff system, when the world 
price dropped, there was pressure to increase 
the tariff to protect domestic producers. 
The limitations of the whole system became 
apparent in 1932 when the world price of raw 
sugar dropped to less than 1 cent per pound. 
Domestic producers, foreign suppliers and 
consumers all experienced the disastrous ef
fects of instability during this period. The 
need for reexamination of the whole sugar 
structure was evident by 1933. 

Sugar was not classed as one of the basic 
commodities under the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1933; the complexity of the 
proble.ms indicated the need for separate 
treatment. The Jones-Costigan Act of 1934 
laid down the basic provisions for division 
of the sugar market among domestic and 
foreign producers, . for the allotment of 
quotas, and for the imposition of a process
ing tax. The Sugar Act of 1937 met the 
constitutional test, and the program was 
initiated. 

The sugar legislation of the past 30 years 
has had four basic objectives: One, to pro
vide reasonable protection for domestic pro
ducers; second, to guarantee that we can 
produce a substantial amount of our nation
al sugar needs in the name of national 
security and well-being; third, to assure a 
share in our market to traditional suppliers 
of other nations--this has been accomplished 
by establishing quotas and by providing for 
an equitable price, which is often a p~emium 
price; fourth, to protect American consumers 
from widely fluctuating prices and to guar
antee adequate supplies ;for ·them. 

In my jud:_gment the program was. based 
on sou11d principles, and it worke(l well, but 
there have been problems along the way: . 

The rise of Ca8tro and the suspension of 
the Cuban .quota created a most .serious pr9b
lem. Some adjustment was· needed. With
out, insofar as ~ recall, any demand on ·the 
part of domestic . or foreign producers or of 
processors or of retailers or consumers, a 
decision was made tp drastically redistribute 
th~ Cuban allotment: not through tempo
rary quotas but by purchase in. a global 
market. The premium price, which had 
played an impo~tant part in securing ade
quate suppliers, good will and cooperation o;f 
foreign nations, was to be withheld from 
foreign suppliers and steps taken to reduce 
the premium return paid to traditional 
quota nations. 

It was argued that the premium price 
represented "gold going out of our own 
treasury." It was stated that there would 
be a saving to the taxpayers of $100 million 
or more. Others suggested that the re
captured premiums could be channeled 
through the Alliance for P~ogress and other 
;foreign aid programs so as to assure great 
benefits to the common people. It was 
argued that the allotments of quotas was it
self a questionable procedure. It was 
charged that improper forms of representa
tion· were used in order to secure quotas; the 
motives of Members of Congress who dealt 
with sugar legislation were questioned. 

Undoubtedly the assignment of quotas at
tracted lobbyists . . Whenever licenses IU'e to 
be assigned m:' special legislation enacted, 
those who are affected try to make a case for 
themselves or secure someone to speak for 
them. This in itself is not immoral or im
proper. 

These risks have to be judged beside the 
. risks of adopting a new system. 

The State Department ·could have recom
mended the temporary allotment of the 
Cuban quota along traditional lines with 
quotas going to nations with great need or 
who were responding with efforts to improve 
economic and social conditions. Temporary 
quotas, it was said, would encourage false 
hopes, if not greed, on the part of the 
nations receiving them and would lead to 
diplomatic dimculties in the future. The safe 
and sure road, it was argued, was that of 
the global quota, of purchases in a so-called 
world market, with premiums being retained 
by the Treasury. 

I thought this case faulty last year and 
note that some who attacked the sugar quota 
system last year were among the strong ad
vocates last week of the International Coffee 
Agreement. 

The coffee situation, of course, is not iden
tical with the sugar program since the United 
States is not a coffee-producing nation. But 
the principles involved in the International 
Coffee Agreement are much the same. In his 
letter of transmittal, Secretary of State Rusk 
wrote that it is the Department's view: 

"The agreement is designed to assist in 
increasing the purchasing power of coffee
exporting countries • • * and * • • to bring 
about long-term equilibrium between pro
duction and consumption. 

"The agreement contains adequate safe
guards to protect the United States against 
unwarranted price rises and inadequate sup
plies of coffee." 

These objectives will be accomplished, of 
course, by means of export quotas on the 
part of the coffee-producing nations. Im
porting countries agree to limit their pur
chases from countries not parties to the 
agreement. 

Last year in opposing the disruption of 
the historic sugar. program, I stated on the 
fioor of the Senate: 

"I do not think the record in connection 
with this program is so bad that we should 
take the drastic action ·of throwing all of 
this sugar into the world market. and then 
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·proceeding to buy the sugar we need for 
whatever price we have to pay for it
whether 2 cents, or 5 cents, or 10 cents, if 
the prices were to go to that." 

"We have set the stage for future trouble. 
From 5 o'clock to 7 o'clock is what might 
be called the hour of prophecy in the Sen
ate, so I will prophesy: We will be back 
time and time again in the course of the 
next 2 years, seeking adjustment of the 
Sugar Act in such a way as to meet new 
problems and crises as they arise." 

As you know, in the conference agreement 
between the House and Senate last year 
about 1.5 milllon tons of the quota reserved 
for CUba was placed in a global quota. It 
was to be purchased in the world market 
and the difference between the world mar
ket price and the U.S. price-less freight, 
insurance, and duty-was to be recaptured 
by an import fee. This represented a de
viation from the country-by-country quota 
pattern and; in effect, it removed all special 
incentives for suppliers of the global quota 
sugar to the United States--except the de
sire to earn dollars. In ·addition the law 
also provided an import fee on quota sugar 
through 1964 equal to 10 percent a year of 
the difference between the world price and 
the U.S. domestic price. Thus at the end 
of 3 years the premium incentive for foreign 
quota holders would be reduced by 30 per
cent, and if this phaseout technique were 
continued to the expiration of the Sugar 
Act in 1966 it would be reduced 50 percent. 

The spot price at the time of the Sugar 
Act of 1962 was enacted was about $2.72 per 
hundred on the New York exchange (f.o.b. 
producing area), and the domestic raw sug
ar spot price paid in New York was $6.37 
per hundred. The quoted price for refined 
sugar in the northeast territory was $9.60 
per 100-pound paper bag. 

By January 21 of this year the spot price 
for world raw sugars had risen to $5.60 per 
hundred, f.o.b. producting area, more than 
double what it had been 7 months before. 
The import fee which the Department of 
Agriculture had fixed at $1.40 per hundred 
was totally unrealistic. On January 21 the 
world spot price was $5.60, f.o .b. Caribbean, 
and the duty paid New York spot price was 
$6.72. Subtract the $1.00 for insurance and 
duty and freight and the $1.40 import fee 
from the $6.72, and the import price, f.o.b. 
producing area, would be about $4.32 or 
$1.28 per hundred less than the comparable 
world price. On January 21 , the Department 
eliminated the import fee entirely for a 
three-week period. 

Even at this time, before the recent sharp 
price increases, the dangers of subjecting 
the U.S. sugar needs to the fluctuating 
world market were evident. The world 
market instability should not be a sur
prise. For instance, during the Korean con
filet the world price went from $4.25 per 
hundred in June 1950 to $8.05 on June 22, 
1951, but during the same period the United 
States price advanced only from $5.30 to 
$6.30. 

Again, at the time of the Suez crisis, 
the world price went from $3.23 (October 
29, 1956) to $6.85 on April 22; 1957, while in 
the United States the price actually declined 
from $6.00 to $5.60 per hundred. 

The events since January have been even 
more startling, and they have now been re
flected in the prices paid by the consumer. 
From the time the Act was changed last 
year , American consumers have paid over 
$100 million more for sugar than they would 
have paid if the average price of 1962 pre
vailed. 

If prices for refined sugar continue at the 
level of $15.00 for the rest of 1963, the 
American consumers will h ave to pay another 
$600 million for sugar in the remaining 
months of the year. This added to the 
more ... han $100 million already paid in 
price rises would bring the total cost in 

the first 18 months of the Sugar Act of 
1962 to more than $700 million above what 
It would have been if prices had continued 
at the level when the changes were made 
in the Sugar Act. 

This is certainly an unhappy development, 
and it is dangerous to everyone involved in 
the sugar program. 

The sugar program has been defended in 
the past because it did provide price stabil
ity to consumers, but I do not believe we can 
expect consumers quietly to pay a premium 
price when supplies are in surplus if the 
system fails to protect consumers when sup-
plies are tight. · 

As a Congressman and Senator, I have re
ceived a good deal of mail over the years 
from farmers and producer and processor 
. groups regarding the mechanics of the sugar 
-program, and much mail from farmers in 
Minnesota who would like to be able to raise 
more sugar beets. I do not recall any mail 
protesting the price of sugar until the past 
few days. 

The recent price rises have been attributed 
·to a number of causes. Increased consump
tion is cited, along with the poor European 
beet crops. The boycott on Cuban supplies, 
of course, and the reported decline of Cuban 
production have contributed to the insta
bil1ty. But I believe that part, perhaps a 
substantial part, of the blame for the cur
rent situation is the change in the Sugar Act 
of 1962. 

There is no shortage of sugar today. The 
Department of Agriculture report of last 
month showed that deliveries were up 13 
percent above the same period last year. 
There is no reason to believe there will be a 
shortage this year, but what has happened is 
that our domestic prices have been tied into 
the world price by the new legislation. 

As the Sugar Act operated prior to last 
year, the U.S. quotas were valuable to 
foreign sugar producers and suppliers. The 
penalty of losing this quota permanently 
if they did not fill them during periods of 
high prices was a strong incentive for them 
to fill the quotas when world prices were 
above U.S. prices. And the promise of a 
premium in our market when world prices 
were below our domestic price gave them an 
incentive for adjusting their production and 
practices and to maintain stable supplies tor 
our consumers. 

We must now outbid on the world market 
to get the supplies we need, competing with 
every other sugar-purchasing country in the 
world. 

It does not appear that much can be done 
within the existing law to change the sit
uation. The import duty of 62 % cents per 
hundred might be removed by the President, 
but this would have very limited effect. 
Elimination of the processing tax of % cent 
per pound might cause an immediate reduc
tion of refined sugar prices by this amount, 
but this small gain would endanger the 
domestic sugar beet and cane programs 
which are subsidized with revenue derived 
from the % cent per pound processing tax. 

Tinkering with existing law will not pro
vide any effective answer to the complicated 
dimculties in the sugar market. We should 
return to the system of allocations of quotas 
to foreign suppliers to provide that sugar 
which is not produced by U.S. sugar pro
ducers, and continue the orderly and bal
anced expansion of the domestic industry. 

PROPOSAL TO INCREASE AMERICAN 
SHIPPING OPERATIONS 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, in are
cent address before the Washington Pro
peller Club, my distinguished colleague, 
Senator RUSSELL B. LONG, of Louisiana, 
made an interesting proposal designed 
to increase American shipping opera
tions. 

The interesting ·part of this proposal 
is Senator LoNG's claim that it could 
cancel out our balance-of-payments 
problem which exists today. I commend 
the address to all my colleagues as a 
proposal which could have real signifi
cance on our global economic front and 
could also reinforce the American ship
ping industry which has proven so vital 
to our successes in time of war. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ad-. 
dress be printed in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS OF SENATOR RUSSELL B. LoNG BE

FORE WASHINGTON PROPELLER 0LUB; .WASH.: 
INGTON, D.C., MAY 22, 1963 
As you know, my home State of LOUisiana 

is probably more dependent-on water trans
portation than any other State in the Union. 
Very substantial segments of our economic 
life and a great deal of our recreational life 
are .centered around the water . . This is ob
vious when you note that Louisiana has 
7,548 miles of navigable streams. Of this 
total 1,800 miles are improved navigable 
waterways. OUr major seaports at New 
Orleans, Baton Rouge, and Lake Charles have 
constantly occupied my interest and atten
tion since I came to Congress in 1948. The 
problems I have encountered in relation to 
these ports and to the various other mari
time activities within my State are, I am 
sure, quite similar to your own problems and 
interests. 

So, while I am perhaps not as much at 
home or as authoritative on this subject as 
Wernher von Braun speaking on rocketry, or 
as Dr. Van Allen on space radiation, or as 
Admiral Rickover on atomic submarines, I 
can at least assure you that your interests 
and mine are in the same boat. 

One of the biggest problems that some of 
us in Congress have in promoting legislation 
to improve conditions in the maritime in
dustry, is the average American's lack of 
firsthand contact with the industry. Its ef
fects on our national security and our na
tional economic posture are tremendous. 
But the average American seldom stops to 
realize how dependent he is on the shipping 
industry. He sees the trucking industry in 
operation each time he drives out onto the 
highway. He sees the railway industry in 
operation almost as often. But he knows 
very little about the function of shipping or 
its tremendous importance to the life of this 
Nation. 

Without a strong merchant marine to serve 
the needs of modern American industry, our 
industrial complex coUld not possibly sup
port the standard of living we Americans 
enjoy today. Without a strong merchant 
marine, we could not support the type of 
military operations that are necessary to 
presen·e both our freedom and the freedom 
of other peoples throughout the world. If 
these facts were fully impressed on the aver
age Joe American, his representatives in Con
gress would have a much freer hand in giving 
assistance to the industry. 

When I speak of the merchant marine, I 
must speak of the Merchant Marine Academy 
at Kings Point. Several years ago when I , 
was a member of the Armed Services Com
mittee, Chairman Senator DICK RussELL re
quested me to serve as a member of the 
Board of Visitors to the Merchant Marine 
Academy at Kings Point, Long Island. As 
it turned out, I was not just a member of 
the Board of Visitors--! was the Board of 
Visitors. What I saw on that occasion im
pressed on me the complete lack of wisdom 
in the ridiculous economies being forced 
upon that fine institution. The boys actually 
were being forced to get by with a single 
light bulb in their rooms. If a youngster 
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wanted to study at his desk he would have 
to push his bed under the fixture, remove 
the light bulb, and switch the bulb to his 
desk. Later, he would return it before he 
retired. When I returned I wrote a report in 
which I chastised the Congress unmercifUlly 
for pennywise and pound-foolish economy 
being practiced at Kings Point. 

I don't say that this was entirely respon
sible for the changes that occurred, but sev
eral times it was quoted by witnesses who 
appeared before our pennypinching subcom
mittees and I am sure that it at least con
tributed in some way in causing some of 
eur more conservative Members to see the 
light and contribute a little bit toward mak
ing that fine institution what it should be. 

Incidentally, I believe I am the only mem
ber of the Louisiana congressional delega
tion who has consistently named his ap
pointeeG to the service academies based 
entirely on the grades these young men make 
in a competitive examination. In view of 
the fact that a lot of young men who take 
the examination are disappointed that they 
icannot go to Annapolis, West Point, or 
Eagle, Colo., I encourage the best of them 
to apply for Kings Point. Without excep
tion, everyone who has applied has become 
an enthusiastic devotee of that fine academy. 

I don't want to claim this evening as a 
Louisiana Day, but, in passing, I would like 
to mention the fact that it was my colleague, 
Hale Boggs, who established the Board of 
Visitors to Kings Point, and in my judg
ment, it was the existence of the Board of 
Visitors that did more than any one thing 
to see to it that the Academy's needs were 
recognized. 

While our merchant marine's national 
prominence is perhaps most spectacularly 
illustrated in its capacity to sustain Ameri
.can industry and to serve our defense ef
forts in time of emergency, its function as 
a buttress to a sound national economy 
should not be overlooked. 

Perhaps it would be interesting to look 
at this particular aspect--the hidden eco
nomic aspect--of U.S. shipping to see what 
a great contribution it is making to the 
country and what an even greater contri
bution it could make under improved 
circumstances. 

For many years it has been my privilege 
to help you fight your battles to keep the 
American fiag on the high seas. Naturally, 
this requires a subsidy. Without a shipping 
subsidy, American ships could not compete 
against pitiful wages paid to Indians, 
Africans, Chinamen and seamen of other 
low wage nations. Without a subsidy 
American shipyards could not compete 
against the pitiful wages paid by ship_
yards in Italy, Greece, Japan, and other 
low-wage nations. 

Yet, in war-time, we have seen the impor
tance of the American merchant marine. 
Without the American merchant marine, 
this Nation would have been powerless to 
work its will in World Warn. Without the 
American merchant marine, this Nation 
would constantly be subject to international 
dangers and international extortion of a 
character which we do not even bother to 
imagine. 

In my college days, I recall a wax record 
by colored singers known as the Ink Spots. 
This record was entitled "You Never Miss the 
Water 'Till the Well Runs Dry." This song 
could well describe those who fight against 
the subsidies which we accord to certain 
essential American industries. 

During World War I this Nation learned 
what it meant to go without sugar. The 
price o! sugar went over 26 cents per pound. 
We consider the retail price of between 12 
cents and 20 cents per pound very high tod~y. 
Based on today's economy, the 26-cents-a
pound-plus of 1920 actually represented 
something approaching $1.00 per pound. 

For that reason, the United States deter
mined that it would maintain a sugar in
dustry at the beginning of World War n. 
For many years we hear people screaming to 
the high heavens about the high cost of our 
sugar subsidy. It amounted to about 1% 
cents on each pound of sugar. It cost the 
average family about $2.25 per year. 

This year we are experiencing a. world 
shortage of sugar. Fortunately for the 
United States, this Nation plus Puerto Rico 
produces about 60 percent of our total re
quirements. As I said, this year we are 
experiencing a. worldwide shortage of sugar. 
Goodness only knows what we would be pay
ing for sugar were it not for the U.S. Sugar 
Act which has preserved a domestic sugar
cane and sugarbeet industry. We pay a 
little more but we know that it will be there 
when the time comes. If worse came to 
worse, we could survive with the sugarcane 
and sugarbeets that we produce here in 
America. We are not prospects for any in
ternational blackmail. 

Likewise, we have quotas on the amount 
of oil which can be imported from foreign 
nations. While it is true that oil can be 
produced more cheaply in Saudi Arabia, 
Venezuela, and even in the Soviet Union, we 
do not propose to gamble with our National 
security on uncertain shipping lines or even 
rely without recourse on neighbors as 
friendly as Canada. or Mexico. Any nation 
which is as great and powerful as the United 
States, the hope and the inspiration of the 
free world, must not have an Achilles Heel. 

At this moment, the weakest link in our 
security chain is the fact that this Nation 
is no longer able to pay in gold the many 
foreign claims upon our Treasury. Prior to 
the Marshall plan in 1948, we had buried at 
Fort Knox almost all of the gold bullion 
that the world possesses. Now that we have 
given away $100 billion in foreign aid and 
now that we have maintained large numbers 
of American troops to confront Soviet power 
in Europe for almost 15 years, our foreign 
allies hold enough American dollars and 
credit to empty Fort Knox, Ky. 

When President Kennedy ran for his office 
he made more than 25 speeches in which he 
denounced the tight money and high inter
est rate program of the Eisenhower admin
istration. The Democratic Party platform 
loudly proclaimed that the first act of the 
Democratic President would be to end the 
tight money and high interest rate program 
of President Eisenhower. The Democratic 
platform strongly renounced the Republican 
argument that tight money and high interest 
rates were necessary to prevent infiation. In 
fact, the Democratic platform contended that 
the tight money and high interest rate pro
gram had exactly the opposite effect. In 
other words, it contended that tight money 
and high interest rates had contributed to 
inflation rather than.stopping it. 

I regret to say that President Kennedy has 
done nothing to make good his promise to 
reduce interest rates. He has earnestly con
tended that the international drain on the 
American gold supply made it necessary to 
keep interest rates high in order to encourage 
foreign investors to leave their gold here 
rather than demand payment. 

If we take the President and the Secretary 
of the Treasury at their word. then it is 
amazing to see how much the balance-of
payments problem is costing the American 
people. 

If we compare the general level of interest 
rates as of mid-1952 when the Truman ad
ministration was holding the lid on, with 
the interest rates that prevail today, we 
would see that the high interest rates exist
ing at this time are costing us more than $3 
billion extra on the national debt alone. On 
a public and private debt approaching $900 
billion, these high interest rates amount to 
a $9-billion drag on the American economy. 

Sometime this month we will find it neces
sary to increase the national debt limit to 
$309 billion. Congressman WRIGHT PATJIIAN, 
chairman of the House of Representatives 
Banking and Currency Committee, recently 
put in the RECoan a tabulation that shows 
we would be reducing rather than increasing 
our national debt had we been able to main
tain the low-level interest rate which our 
President advocated during his campaign. 

Now, what has the high interest rate situa
tion got to do with the merchant marine? 
Well, it has this much to do with it: When 
we pay for American ships to sail the high 
seas, almost all of those dollars come back 
to the United States. It is true that our 
sailors might spend a. few dollars in foreign 
ports and, after a long voyage at sea, we 
would want them to do that. But they main
tain their families and their homes in the 
United States and the money spent for food, 
clothing, and shelter is, for the most part, 
spent here in this country. Our American 
merchant marine relieves our balance-of
payments problem by more than $1 billion 
each year. 

As you know, the American merchant ma
rine is now carrying only 30 percent of the 
total "cargo liner" movement in our foreign 
trade. Even more astonishing is the fact 
that American flagships, liners, tramps, bulk 
carriers, and tankers transport only about 
10 percent of our total volume of foreign 
trade. 

If this Nation was to take steps to increase 
our volume of foreign trade to see to it that 
50 percent of our foreign trade was hauled 
in American bottoms, this could cancel out 
completely our balance-of-payments prob
lem as it exists today. There would no 
longer be an excuse for a monetary policy 
which is costing the Nation as much as $15 
billion a year in excess interest payments. 

To increase American shipping to an ex
tent which I would advocate might cost us 
as much as $500 million in additional sub
sidies but it would save in interest charges 
on the national debt alone an amount that 
would exceed the additional cost by more 
than 6 to 1. 

Furthermore, we would be running our 
bank in such a. way that we would be solvent 
whether the other fellow wanted us to be 
solvent or not. We could continue our pres
ent foreign aid policies of economic and 
military aid as well as that of maintaining 
almost a million Americans on foreign soil 
without worrying about being unable to pay 
for it in standard international exchange. 

Such increases in American merchant 
shipping may sound optimistic to the point 
of being considered absurd, but may I point 
out that the United Kingdom carries 53 per
cent of her total foreign commerce; France 
carries 62 percent; Italy carries 53 percent; 
Japan carries 50 percent; Norway carries 50 
percent; and Spain carries 73 percent. 

Only last year we passed a trade act, the 
purpose of which was to benefit our friends 
abroad as much as it was intended to benefit 
the United States. We proposed to reduce 
tariffs by as much as 50 percent on many 
items and to reduce tariffs to zero in some 
cases. In the negotiations which are now 
taking place, we are discovering how tough 
some of our friends in France and elsewhere 
can be. We should not complain about 
this-they have every right to protect their 
interests. If they care to be selfish or 
greedy, that is entirely their privilege. The 
only point that I object to is the failure of 
some o! our soft-headed negotiators to real
ize that it is their duty to protect the inter
ests of the United States. 

It is completely within the power of this 
Nation to preserve its solvency and to pre
serve its preeminence as the leader of the 
capitalistic world merely by maintaining a 
proper control and administration of those 
items which are completely within the dis-
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cretion of this G()vernment and with regard 
to which we are not answerable to ·any for
eign power. 

We have a perfect right to reduce the 
number of Americans that we are maintain
ing in Europe. We could thin down from 
five divisions to two divisions in Western 
Europe and we could, accordingly reduce the 
number of servicemen and military depend
ents from 600,000 to 250,000 without the 
slightest danger to Europe or anyone else. 
The main role of these divisions in Europe 
has been to assure Europeans of U.S. com
mitment to defend the Continent against 
Russian aggression. But today, their pres
ence there in such large numbers is taxing 
the economy unreasonably. Actually, we 
would be just as fully committed if we had 
only two divisions there instead of five. This 
could save us as much as $1 billion a year 
in our payments problem. 

If need be, we could further reduce the 
import quotas· of foreign oil although a mere 
increase in our world shipping would solve 
the problem better and perhaps with less dis
location to the economy of free nations. 

.With as much criticism as I have directed 
to the U.S. foreign-aid program, I cannot 
for the life of me see why, if we are going 
to give something away, we should not 
give it away in American bottoms. This is 
especially true when we face the prospect 
of becoming an international bankrupt by 
giving it away in the other fellow's bottoms. 

The President of the United States is pro
posing a major reduction in taxes as a spur 
to the American economy. To me, this 
makes a good sense only if accompanied by 
a general reduction in interest rates. With
out a monetary policy to coincide and com
plement our tax cut, we will find ourselves 
wedded to big deficits for many years to 
come. 

Your industry can help us to bring this 
program about. Your industry can help 
America to expand its production, its em
ployment and its prosperity and America 
should help you do it. 

DISCIPLINE IN THE GOP RANKS 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, the 

task of leading the minority forces in the 
Congress is admittedly a difficult one 
under the best conditions. At present 
the ratio of the minority to the majority 
partv members is far from close. In the 
Senate there are 67 Democratic Members 
and 33 Republican Members, or a more 
than 2 to 1 ratio. In the House of Rep
resentatives there are 256 Democratic 
Members and 178 Republican Members, 
1 vacancy, or 3-to-2 ratio. 

The high quality of the Republican 
leadership exemplified by the Senator 
from Illinois, Mr. EVERETt MCKINLEY 
DIRKSEN, and the Representative from 
Indiana, Mr. CHARLES A. HALLECK, is, Of 
course, well known to the Members of 
both the Senate and the House. Their 
effectiveness, skill, and courage are be
yond dispute. These leaders have con
tinuously encouraged a Republican task 
force to try to bring about substantial 
reductions in President Kennedy's 
"planned" $12 billion deficit for 1964. 

It is with great satisfaction that we 
read the suggestion by the noted colum
nist, William S. White, that the "con
gressional managers-of-the-year title 
should go to Senator DIRKSEN and Rep
resentative HALLECK for 1963." 

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent that Mr. White's column, pub
lished in the Washington Star, May 20, 
1963. be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the Rzc
ORD, as follows: 

DISCIPLINE IN THE GOP RANKS 
On the homely, old-fashioned bread-and

potatoes issues, the Republicans are drawing 
together against President Kennedy in mas
sive and extraordinarily disciplined party 
unity as the last phase of this session of 
Congress now opens. 

Whatever their divisions otherwise, the 
Republicans, unlike the Democrats, have no 
great difficulty in speaking with one voice 
on one subject, at any · rate-that of Fed
eral spending. Their congressional leaders
Senator EVERETT DIRKSEN, Of Illino~, and 
Representative CHARLES HALLECK, of Indi
ana-are coolly and skillfully exploiting this 
single area of built-in Republican union. 

ACCENTING THE POSITIVE 
They are hitting the Democrats at their 

weakest point, their lack of general party 
agreement on fiscal matters. In short, the 
congressional Republicans are accentuating 
their party's one, absolutely positive qual
ity-the fact that Republican conservatives, 
moderates and liberals alike are able to take 
an almost unanimous position in the spend
ing field. And they are playing down the 
negative-those areas, like civil rights and 
foreign policy, in which GOP divisions are 
actually no less deep than those of the 
Democrats. 

On budgetary matters, if on no other, they 
are writing a party record in this Congress 
on which any conceivable Republican presi
dential nominee of next year-be he a Sen
ator BARRY GOLDWATER on the right or a 
Governor Nelson Rockefeller on the left
could stand with reasonable comfort. 

It is a job of great professional expertness, 
and it is giving the Kennedy administration 
causes for discomfort already. Within the 
space of 2 days all this has been clearly il
lustrated in both the House and Senate. 

In the House, the Republican leadership 
marshaled 172 out of the 173 voting Republi
cans against a bill to permit a rise in the 
legal Federal debt limit from $305 billion 
to $307 billion and, later, to $309 billion. 
While a single Republican was lost in this 
contest, the Democratic House leadership saw 
32 Democrats rebel and vote with the Re
publicans. The bill thus barely survived
by 213 to 204. 

In the Senate, on the passage of the ad
ministration's feed grain subsidy bill, eight 
Democrats rejected their party's line to 
stand with the Republican opposition. Only 
three Republicans, all from far·m States deep
ly involved in the subsidies, refused to fol
low the Republican leadership against the 
measure. 

These statistics may seem dry as dust. 
All the same, there is much political juice of 
a potent sort in them. What they plainly 
mean is that on bread-and-potatoes-and 
bread-and-potatoes in the end settle most 
elections--the Republican congressional mi
nority is functioning as the most disci
plined party team within recent memory. 

CONTROL SLIPPING AWAY 
They mean also that the President's con

trol in budgetary and fiscal matters is slip
ping away and may, in fact, be wholly lost 
before this session of Congress is done un
less he can find a . way quickly to plug the 
gaps in his own Democratic line. 

And, finally, they mean, beyond further 
doubt, that the Republicans are highly for
tunate in their present congressional lead
ership. Of late years most of the great con
gressional pros had been Democrats. Now, 
there has been a turnabout. No detached 
analysis could reasonably deny the ~ongres
sional managers-of-the-year title to Senator 
DIRKSEN and Representative HALLECK. 

They have earned this title by wisely 
limiting their partisan activity primarily to 
those· areas where th~y knew their troops 
would be with them and by wisely restrain'
ing GOP attacks in those areas where there 
was no po~nt, really, in attacking at all. 

DISARMAMENT 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

have just had the opportunity to read 
and study a series of three articles pub
lished by Mr. Dan Smoot, of Dallas, 
Tex., in his weekly publication, the 
Dan Smoot Report. These articles are 
concerned with the subject of disarma
ment. They are well written and most 
carefully footnoted to support the points 
made in Mr. Smoot's articles. 

Mr. Smoot is a well-known American 
citizen who has dedicated himself to 
the enormous task of trying to inform· 
and alert the American people to the 
menace and dangers of the world Com
munist movement, and also as to actions 

· and proposals by our Government 
which, unfortunately, serve to assist 
the Communists in the attainment of 
their goal of world domination. A na
tive of Texas, Mr. Smoot holds the B.A. 
and M.A. degrees from Southern Method
ist University, later serving on the 
faculty at Harvard as a teaching fel
low in English and doing graduate work 
there for a doctorate in American civili
zation. 

In 1942, he -left Harvard and joined 
the FBI. As an FBI agent, he worked 
for 3% years on Communist investiga
tions in the industrial Midwest; 2 years 
as an administrative assistant to 
J. Edgar Hoover on FBI headquarters 
staff in Washington; and almost 4 years 
on general FBI cases in various parts of 
the Nation. 

In 1951, Mr. Smoot resigned from the 
FBI and helped start Facts Forum. On 
Facts Forum radio and television pro
grams, Smoot spoke to a national audi
ence, giving both sides of controversial 
issues. 

In July 1955, he resigned and started 
his present independent publishing and 
broadcasting business-a free-enter
prise operation financed entirely by 
profits from sales: sales of the Dan 
Smoot Report, a weekly magazine; and 
sales of a weekly news analysis broadcast, 
to business firms, for use on radio and 
television as an advertising vehicle. The 
report and the broadcast give only one 
side in presenting documented truth 
about important issues-the side that 
uses the American Constitution as a 
yardstick. The report is available by 
subscription; and the broadcasts are 
available for commercial sponsorship, 
anywhere in the United States. 

Mr. President, because of the vital 
facts set out in this series of articles 
by Mr. Smoot and because the U.S. Sen
ate has an important responsibility to 
fulfill in the field of foreign relations, 
I feel that every Member of this body 
should read this series of articles. I, 
therefore, ask unanimous consent that 
these articles, together with the foot
notes at the end of each, be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of these 
remarks. 
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There being no objection, the articles 

were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows; 
(From the Dan Smoot Report, May 6, 1963] 

DISARMAMENT--PART I 
A PARABLE 

"Last week, top law-enforcement officials 
of Chicago and New York held another meet
ing with criminal leaders of those two cities. 
This was the latest of a lengthy series of such 
meetings, called in response to pleas made 
by the criminals for the purpose of eliminat
ing the costly struggle between organized 
society and the criminal underworld. . 

"The criminals have for many years ln
sisted that huge police forces, equipped with 
weapons and in command of jails and other 
places of detention, have necessitated a cor
responding expenditure of effort and money 
on their part to protect their own interests. 
They have made repeated offers to disarm 
every criminal in Chicago and New York and 
to disband every criminal organization, if 
the law-enforcement agencies will ~lso dis
arm and disband. 

"The law-enforcement officials are also ea
ger to eliminate crime and to save the tax
payers of Chicago and New York the enor
mous expense of maintaining police forces. 
They have offered to disband the police 
forces of both cities, except for skeleton 
crews of unarmed men to handle traffic 
problems. 

"The only point of disagreement involves 
the question of effective inspection to guar
antee that both sides keep the disarmament 
agreements. Law enforcement officials feel 
it would be dangerous to disband police 
forces and leave Chicago and New York 
totally helpless if the criminals should break 
their promise and launch a sudden, all-out 
attack on the citizens of those two cities. 

"Law enforcement officials want a firm 
agreement which would authorize them to 
send neutral inspectors into criminal haunts 
of Chicago and New York to investigate any 
report of criminal activity. The agreement 
would, similarly, authorize neutral inspec
tors to investigate any suspicion or complaint 
on the part of criminals that the police were 
rearming and hiring new personnel. 

"In the more than 1,000 previous meetings 
with law enforcement officials, criminal lead
ers of Chicago and New York have flatly 
refused this inspection system demanded by 
law enforcement. They accuse law enforce
ment officials of bad faith in making such 
demands, claiming that the officials are 
merely trying to set up a stool-pigeon sys
tem to spy on criminals and violate their 
private rights. 

"On the eve of the latest meeting which 
began last week, however, spokesmen for law 
enforcement officials expressed cheerful opti
mism. They claimed that criminal leaders, 
displaying a genuine interest in peace, now 
seem willing to make significant concessions 
to law enforcement demands. Although 
they gave no details, law enforcement spokes
men said the criminals have 'considerably 
modified' their previously firm stand against 
inspections, and have offered to permit a 
limited number of annual inspections, by 
neutral observers, in specified crilllinal hang
outs in Chicago and New York." 

That fictional news story has never been 
written, and never will be, because no such 
ludicrous thing will ever happen. 

The story is not nearly so ludicrous, how
ever, as the news stories which were making 
headlines throughout the world in April and 
May, 1963-concerning determined and hope
ful etl'orts of Western leaders to negotiate a 
peace-and-disarmament pact with interna
tional criminals who control the Communist 
slave empire. 

COMMUNIST INTENT 
Communists consider anything "good" 

which promotes the cause of socialism (that 

is, communism) : war, mass murder, the 
extermination of whole races through en
forced starvation, torture of human beings, 
rape, pillage, betrayal of friends and family, 
theft, vandalism-an are "good" if they help 

·communism. On the other hand, anything 
is "bad" which hurts communism: love of 
God and country, kindness, charity, honesty, 
thrift, hard work-all are "bad" if they in any 
way interfere with the Communist drive for 
world conquest. 

"World peace," to Communists, means 
Communist conquest of the world. All non
Communists are regarded as enelllies of com
munism, who will destroy Communists if 
given a chance. Hence, there can be no 
peace on earth until all non-Communists 
are eliminated. Until such time arrives, 
strategy requires periods of "peaceful co
existence" between Communists and non
Communists. To a normal mind, "peaceful 
coexistence" means living side by side, leav
ing each other alone. To the Communist 
mind, "peaceful coexistence" means a ces
sation of all hostility and opposition on the 
part of non-Communists (and cessation of 
·preparation for possible hostility), while 
Communists gather strength and make 
plans for renewed assaults on non-Com
munists. 

Weapons in the hands of Communists are 
considered benign tools for achieving world 
peace; weapons in the hands of non-Com
munists are considered horrible instruments 
for oppression and conquest. 

Communists do dream of a time in the 
distant future when they themselves can be 
relieved of the burden of producing and 
maintaining armaments; but that is to come 
only after Communist conquest of the world 
is complete. Communists regard it as trea
son to their own cause even to think of dis
arming Communists before all non-Com
munists have been disarmed and destroyed. 

Communists have been advocating "total 
disarmament in a peaceful world" since 
1916. Their program is simple and openly 
stated by Communist leaders: to disarm all 
non-Communists so that they can be de
stroyed. The objective of every disarma
ment discussion is to disarm non-Commu
nist nations (specifically, the United States) 
while increasing the armaments of the 
Soviet Union. 

These facts being known, it is ludicrous 
and dangerous for our political leaders even 
to discuss disarmament with Soviet leaders. 
These facts have been known since 1916. 

Below are a few quotations from Com
munist leaders to prove the point. Readers 
not familiar with Communist dialectics may 
need a glossary. In the Communist langul).ge 
quoted below: 

Proletariat, revolutionary proletariat, peo
ples, forces struggling for socialism, the 
working class, the masses--all mean COill
munists; 

Revolutionary wars--means wars fought in 
the interest of communism; 

Proletarian revolution, national liberation 
movement, class struggle, struggle for peace, 
struggle against imperialism, struggle for 
national independence-all mean efforts of 
Communists to seize power; 

Imperialists, bourgeoisie-mean non-Com
munists. 

In 1916, Lenin said: "Only after the prole
tariat has disarmed the bourgeoisie will it be 
able, without betraying its world historical 
mission, to throw all armaments on the scrap 
heap." 1 

In 1917, Lenin said: "We are no paci
fists * * * we have always declared that it 
would be stupid if the revolutionary prole
tariat promised not to wage revolutionary 
wars which might become indispensable in 
the i:lte!"est of socialism." 1 

1 The Test Ban: An American Strategy of 
Gradual Self-Mutilation, by Stefan T. Pas
sony, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Mar. 21, 1963, 
pp. 4614- 4626. 

A policy statement adopted at the Sixth 
World Congress of the Communist Inter
national, 1n 1928, says: "The aim of the 
Soviet proposals is • • • to propagate the 
fundamental Marxian postulates that dis
armament and the abolition of war are pos
sible only with the fall of capitalism." 1 

In 1954, V. Cherpakov (representative of 
the Soviet Ministry of Defense) said: "Com
munists link the cause of peace with the 
cause of victory of the proletarian revolu
tion."1 

An editorial in the February 1955 issue of 
National Affairs Monthly (official Communist 
publication) said: "The idea that peaceful 
coexiste::tce must include the maintenance 
of the status quo is imperialist propa
ganda." 1 

On October 20, 1960, Khrushchev told Com
munists of the world about the need to 
"force" the capitalist countries to come to 
an agreement on disarmament.1 

In December 1960 at a Moscow meeting 
of representatives from 81 Communist parties 
throughout the world, Communist leaders 
laid down a directive that "an active, deter
mined struggle'' must be waged to "force 
the imperialists into an agreement on gen
eral disarmament."1 

Here are excerpts from a speech which 
Khrushchev made on January 6, 1961: 

"Peaceful coexistence helps • • • the 
forces struggling for socialism, and in cap
italist countries it facilitates the activities 
of Communist parties * • • it helps the 
national liberation movement to gain suc
cesses. 

"Peaceful coexistence implies intensifica
tion of the struggle of the working class, 
of all the Communist parties, for the tri
umph of Socialist ideas. • • • It is a form 
of intense economic, political, and ideological 
struggle of the proletariat against the ag
gressive forces of imperialism in the inter
national arena. 

"Peaceful coexistence of states does not 
imply renunciation of the class struggle 
• * * the coexistence of states with differ
ent social systems is a form of class struggle 
between socialism and capitalism. 

"The policy of peaceful coexistence is a 
policy of mobilizing the masses and launch
ing vigorous action against the enemies of 
peace. 

"The slogan of the struggle for peace does 
not contradict the slogan of the struggle 
for communism. 

"The struggle for disarmament • • • is an 
effective struggle against imperialism • * * 
for restricting its military potentialities." 1 
· In his January 6, 1961, speech, Khrushchev 
quoted Lenin to the effect that, in promot
ing their program of disarming non-Com
munists, Communists must establish "con
tacts with those circles of the bourgeoisie 
who gravitate toward pacifism." 1 

On July 10, 1962, speaking to the World 
Congress on General Disarmament and Peace, 
Khrushchev said: "The struggle for general 
disarmament facilities the struggle for na
tional independence. For their part the 
success of the national liberation movements 
strengthen the cause of peace, contribute to 
strengthening the struggle for disarmament. 
Disarmament means disarmament of the 
forces of war, the liquidation of militar
ism."1 

An editorial in the October 1962, issue of 
World Marxist Review said: "General dis
armament does not mean disarming the peo
ples fighting for national liberation. On 
the contrary, it would deprive the imperial
ists of the means to halt progress and crush 
the struggle for independence • • • dis
armed, the imperialists would be powerless to 
prevent the people from attaining freedom. 
Disarmament primarily means dismantling 
the gigantic war machines of the highly de
veloped countries." 1 

In a public statement at Berlin on Janu
ary 16, 1963, Khrushchev said: "The duty 
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of Communists at the helm of state power is 
to do everything possible to insure that our 
strength wlll gi'ow.w1 

COMMUNIST PEBFORMANCE 

Unless our political leaders profess abys
mal ignorance, they can find no excuse for 
not knowing the intent of Communist dis
armament discussions. How about the per
formance of Communists in keeping their 
treaty commitments? 

In 1955, when President Eisenhower was 
planning a summit meeting with Communist 
leaders at Geneva, the Senate Internal Secu
rity Subcommittee (by way of showing 
Eisenhower that any kind of negotiation 
with SOviet leaders is not only fruitless but 
dangerous) released to the press a staff study 
of the SOviet treaty record. Here are pass
ages from the foreword to the staff study, 
later (1956) published as Senate Document 
No. 125: 

"The Subcommittee on Internal Security 
authorized a staff study of the Soviet treaty 
record from 1917, when a handful of Bolshe
viks seized power over 150 million non
Communists in Russia, to the present, when 
80Q million people on two continents suffer 
under Red despotism. The project was part 
of the subcommittee's examination of the 
strategy and tactics of world communism. It 
contemplated a scrutiny of treaties and 
agreements involving peace. accord and fra
ternity, collaboration, friendship and neu
trality, diplomatic recognition, frontier dis
putes, nonaggression pacts, conferences of 
conciliation, mutual aid, renunciation of 
war, and international promises to the peo
ples of the entire world--such as the Atlantic 
Charter. 

"The staff studied nearly a thousand trea
ties and agreements of the kinds described 
above, both -bilateral and multilateral, which 
the SOviets have entered into not only with 
the United States, but with countries all over 
the world. The staff found that in the 38 
short years since the Soviet Union came into 
existence. its Government had broken its 
word to virtually every country to which it 
ever gave a signed promise. It signed treaties 
of nonaggression with neighboring states and 
then absorbed those states. It signed prom
ises to refrain from revolutionary activity 
inside the countries with which it sought 
'friendship,' and then cynically broke those 
promises. It was violating the first agree
ment it ever signed with the United States 
at the very moment the Soviet envoy, Lit
vinov, was putting his signature to that 
agreement, and it is s-till violating the same 
agreement in 1955 * * *. It keeps no inter
national promises at all unless doing so is 
clearly advantageous to the Soviet Union. 

"I seriously doubt whether during the 
whole history of civilization any great nation 
bas ever made as perfidious a record as this 
in so short a time. 

''On the basis of the record, this question 
inevitably arises: Is the Soviet record merely 
a series of individual and unrelated misdeeds, 
or has treaty breaking been an instrument of 
national policy since the U.S.S.R. itself came 
into existence?".! 

COMMUNIST TECHNIQUES 

The staff of the Internal Security Subcom
mittee concluded that treaty breaking is, 
provably, an instrument of SOviet national 
policy. 

When the Soviets engage U.S. leaders in 
negotiation for some agreement, they make 
proposals which could not, in sanity, be ac
cepted; but their propaganda machines in the 
United Nations, in Moscow, and in Soviet 

1 See footnote 1 on p. 11114. 
2 "Foreword," by U.S. Senator JAMES 0. 

EASTLAND, Democrat, of Mississippi, to Soviet 
Political Agreements and Results, a Staff 
study, Internal Sercurity Subcommittee of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee, May 21, 
1956, p. VIII. 

embassies throughout the world (aided and 
abetted by the pro-Communist and Com
munist-following liberal forces in the United 
States) attempt to conceal the fact that the 
Soviets have made unreasonable demands. 
The propaganda berates the United States for 
being unyielding, accusing us of acting in 
bad faith because we will not truly engage 
in the "give and take" necessary in such 
negotiations. 

Most thoughtful people see through the 
Soviet propaganda and say so; but the So
viets, caring not a fig for "world opinion," 
keep hammering away. Large numbers of 
fools, fatheads, pacifists, and brainwashed 
liberals are, however, deceived. They join 
the Communist chorus, criticizing the United 
States for refusing to "negotiate in good 
faith." 

American leaders (sensitive, to the point of 
nausea, to "world opinion") begin to wince 
and apologize-and to make· concessions. 

After milking all possible propaganda 
benefit out of the situation, the SOviets may 
decide to enter into an agreement. If so, 
they generally capture whatever is to be 
gained from the approval of "world opinion" 
by making some meaningless concession 
which our own officials help to puff up as 
something important, in order to convince 
American voters that our leaders have "driven 
a hard bargain" with Communists. 

Once the U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement is made 
(either through formal treaty process, or by 
the informal means of verbal acknowledg
ment as in the case of the 3-year ban on 
nuclear testing which began in October 
1958), we are, of course, bound by the terms 
of it. The Soviets do not consider them
selves bound at all. 

As a matter of policy, they violate the 
terms of the agreement they have made
sometimes openly, to show arrogant con
tempt for us, as in their immediate and 
continuous violations of the Korean armi
stice agreement made in July, 1953; some
times surreptitiously, as in their violations 
of the nuclear test ban agreement of October 
1958. 

Even if we should, eventually, repudiate 
the agreement because of Soviet violations, 
we have been (during the period of our com
pliance) hobbled by it, while the Soviets reel 
free to do whatever the agreement was in
tended to keep them from doing. 

The Soviet technique of negotiating and 
propagandizing U.S. leaders into surrender
ing the vital interests of our country have 
been particularly harmful in the area. of dis
armament. Indeed, the record proves that 
unless the American people can somehow 
manage, through their Congress. to reverse 
present, settled trends, we are headed toward 
total surrender of the United States to a 
Communist-controlled world superstate sys
tem. 

A BRIEF CHRONOLOGY 

In December 1945, the Foreign Minister of 
Great Britain and the U.S. Secretary of State 
met with the Soviet Foreign Minister in 
Moscow to discuss disarmament. They 
agreed to sponsor, at the first session of the 
U.N. General Assembly, a resolution creating 
an International Atomic Energy Commis
sion.3 

The resolution was introduced-and was 
adopted by the :first session of the U.N. Gen
eral Assembly, meeting in London, on Janu
ary 24, 1946. The Atomic Energy Commission 
was empowered to make proposals concern
ing the elimination, or contl'ol, of atomic 
weapons-and to make recommendations 
concerning international exchange of scien
tific information. Bernard M. Baruch was 

a The United States and the United Na
tions~ Report by the President to the Con
gress for the year 1946. Department of 
State publication No. 2735, Feb. 5, 1947, pp. 
44-53; 169-194. 

the first U.S. representative on the Inter
national Atomic- Energy Commission.a 

On March 28, 1946, Dean G. Acheson and 
David Li~ienthal submitted a report, out
lining U.S. proposals for the international 
control and sharing of atomfc energy knowl
edge and materials. Baruch was given some 
leeway to revise the proposals before formally 
submitting them, on behalf of the U.S. Gov
ernment, to the United Nations. 

On June 14, 1946, Baruch submitted to the 
Atomic Energy Commission the U.S. pro
posals-which came to be known as the 
"Baruch Plan" and the "Baruch-Lilienthal 
Plan." 

The Baruch plan proposed the creation of 
a new International Atomic Development 
Authority, which. operating under the broad 
control of the U.N. General Assembly, would 
have absolute "control, or ownership, of all 
atomic energy activities potentially dan
gerous to world security"; and would have 
the "power to control, inspect, and license 
all other atomic activities." The new Au
thority could seize and dispose of all existing 
atomic bombs, prohibit further manufac
ture of bombs, and prescribe "serious" 
penalties against any nation for violating 
regulations issued by the Authority. 

The Baruch plan also suggested total dis
armament (elimination not only of atomic 
weapons, but of all conventional weapons 
and military forces)-to be achieved in 
stages.3 

On July 19, 1946, Andrei A. Gromyko pre
sented the proposal of the Soviet Union. 
The Soviet plan ignored the Baruch pro
posal for total disarmament; but, insofar as 
it concerned atomic disarmament, the Soviet 
plan was virtually identical with the Baruch 
plan. There was, however, one essential 
difference in approach. Whereas the Baruch 
plari called for a new International Atomic 
Energy Authority to operate under the con
trol of the U.N. General Assembly, the So
viets wanted the old Atomic Energy Com
mission to handle atomic energy affairs, 
under control of the U.N. Security Council.' 

The Soviets were shortsighted. They 
wanted a U.N. agency which could strip the 
United States of its atomic weapons, since 
they were years behind us at that time and 
knew that the agency would not limit their 
own plans for research and development. 
They did not foresee. however, the day (now 
arrived} when they and their "neutralist" 
friends could control the U.N. General As
sembly. They wanted control of atomic en
ergy centered in the U.N. Security Council 
where they had a veto, fearing that the 
U.N. General Assembly might make a de
cision they did not like. 

It seems more than likely that the United 
States would have modified the Baruch plan 
enough to meet all objections offered by 
the Soviets. This was never done, however, 
largely because Congress (despite the large 
and powerful peace claque of libeJ:als which 
it contained) reflected the deeper instincts 
of the Nation: namely that the Baruch plan, 
modified or not, was a blueprint for the 
surrender of our national independence. 

As time marched on, the· Soviets became 
less interested in the Baruch plan, because 
they had begun to catch up with us in atomic 
research and development--thanks to our 
voluntary deempha:sis of activity in this 
field; to the atom spies who delivered our 
major secrets to the Soviets; and to German 
scientists whom we had permitted the So
viets to kidnap and take to. Russia. 

On January 11, 1952, the U.N. General 
Assembly, at the urging of the United States, 
created a Disarmament Commission to study 

• Review of the United Nations Charter, A 
Collection of Documents. Subcommittee on 
the United Nations Charter of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, Jan. 7, 1954, 
pp. 436-442; 450--:459; 474- 480. 
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and supervise the problem of general dis
armament; but the propaganda for " inter
n ational control" of atomic energy subtly 
changed. There was less and less emphasis 
on controlling atomic energy, more emphasis 
on the "have" nations sharing their atomic 
energy knowledge and materials with the 
"have not" nations.~ 

By the middle of President Eisenhower 's 
first year in office ( 1953) , "diversion of nu
clear m aterials from military use to peace
ful purposes" had become the cardinal theme 
of nuclear disarmament propaganda. Com
munists emphasized this theme, of course, 
because, in Communist dialectics, it meant 
giving United States nuclear materials away 
abroad so that the United States could not 
use them for military purposes, while the 
Soviets could concentrate on military use for 
their nuclear materials. 

In December 1953, President Eisenhower 
(with his "atoms for peace" plan) gave a 
great boost to this "diversion of nuclear ma
terials" scheme. 

In an Atoms for Peace speech to the 
United Nations General Assembly on Decem
ber 8, 1953, President Eisenhower recom
mended that the U.N. create an Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency, to which all 
governments producing atomic energy could 
make contributions of normal uranium and 
fissionable materials. 

The U.N. agency would store the materials 
and allocate them around the world (to na
tions not producing such materials) for 
peaceful uses.• 

Almost 3 years later-on October 23, 
1956-the General Assembly of the U.N. ap
proved a charter for the atomic energy agen
cy which Eisenhower had recommended. 
Three days later--October 26, 1956, before 
any nation had had opportunity to ratify the 
charter-President Eisenhower pledged the 
United States to give the new agency, imme
diately, 5,000 kilograms (11,000 pounds) of 
uranium 235; and, after that, to match com
bined contributions of all other nations on 
earth. 

At the time, the estimated production cost 
of 11,000 pounds of uranium 235 was $110 
million.s Without consulting Congress (in
deed, before the International Atomic 
Energy Agency charter had even been sub
mitted to the Senate for approval of Ameri
can membership) President Eisenhower 
promised to start the international atom 
bank off with a gift of $110 million worth 
of uranium 235, and promised that U.S. gifts 
would stay at least that far ahead of the 
gifts of all other nations put together. 

The late Senator Joseph McCarthy fought 
hard against Senate ratification of the IAEA 
charter, predicting that Communists would 
t ake the thing over and use it against us. 

The Senate Atomic Energy Committee held 
hearings-receiving abundant and repeated 
assurances from the State Department and 
from the Atomic Energy Commission that 
there was no possibility of Communists 
taking over the new Agency. The parade of 
witnesses from the executive branch of Gov
ernment virtually guaranteed that the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency, being an 
American idea, would always be run the way 
the United States wanted. 

Internationalist supporters of the IAEA 
were scornful of McCarthyites for suggesting 
that the President and the State Department 
and the Atomic Energy Commission would 
recommend anything dangerous for America. 

The Senate ratified the IAEA charter on 
June 18, 1957, by a vote of 67 to 19. The 
Agency came into being on July 29, 1957, 
when 18 nations had ratified the charter. 
By the end of October 1957, Communist-bloc 
n ations had gained control of the Interna-

' See footnote 4 on p. 11115. 
5 U .S . News & World Report, Dec. 3, 1954. 

tiona! Atomic Energy Agency, and the U.S. 
State Department was professing to be "in
dignant" and "perturbed." 6 

Almost simultaneously with the capture of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency, the 
Soviets (October 1957), launched the first 
man-made earth satellite, thus dazzling the 
world with their achievements in nuclear, 
and related, research. 

Since then, frightful events have taken 
the United States to the very brink of na
tional surrender. We are on that brink now. 
The Kennedy administration, under the 
guise of promoting world peace, has already 
planned the surrender. 

Administration spokesmen insist that no 
international agreement concerning disarma
ment will be made without specific approval 
of the U.S. Senate. Hut past behavior, de
veloped plans, and known attitude of the 
.Kennedy administration indicate otherwise. 

The machinery is already established for 
Kennedy (if and when he finds just the right 
crisis) to surrender the Armed Forces (and, 
therefore, the national independence) of the 
United States to a Communist-dominated 
world organization. 

DISARMAMENT-PART II 
[From the Dan Smoot Report, May 13, 1963] 

If the United States had an effective de
fense against enemy missiles, Communists 
could not blackmail us with threats of nu
clear destruction. We would not need to 
engage in an armaments race, or bankrupt 
ourselves with defense expenditures. We 
could maintain a small professional estab
lishment of conventionally armed military 
forces-as was once American tradition
and thus defend our Nation without con
verting it into a police state, through taxa
tion and controls, and compulsory peace
time conscription. 

But an effective anti-missile missile-the 
most desperately needed weapon in this 
century-is the weapon we do not have. 
Officialdom says American prospects of de
veloping such a weapon are virtually non
existent-but admits that the Soviets may 
be on the point of developing one, if they 
do not already have it.1 

OUR SUICIDE STRATEGY 
There is evidence that American officialdom 

does not want the United States to have an 
effective defense against missiles. Such 
evidence can be found in the State De
partment disarmament plan (presented to 
the United Nations in September 1961) which 
stresses the outlawing of antimissile weap
ons, and the outlawing of research and test
ing intended to produce such weapons.!! 

8 "Reds Grab Key Jobs In World Atom 
Agency," by Robert S . Allen, The Tablet, 
Brooklyn, N.Y., Nov. 2, 1957. 

1 Article by Fred Farris, New York Herald 
Tribune News Service, dateline Washington, 
in the San Francisco Examiner, Mar. 12, 1962. 

2 The American plan for total disarmament 
was published in September 1961, by the 
Government Printing Office as State Depart
ment Publication 7277, entitled "Freedom 
From War: The United States Program for 
General and Complete Disarmament in a 
Peaceful World." Here are passages from the 
official text: 

"The nations of the world • • • set forth 
as the objectives of a program of general and 
complete disarmament. • * * 

"The elimination from national arsenals of 
all armaments, including all weapons of mass 
destruction and the means for their delivery, 
other than those required for a United Na
tions Peace Force and for maintaining in
ternal order; * • • 

"As states relinquish their arms, the United 
Nations shall be progressively strength
ened. * • "' 

In a treatise entitled "The Test Ban: An 
American Strategy of Gradual Self-Mutila
tion," Dr. Stefan T. Possony (of the Hoover 
Institute) also presented evidence that 
American officialdom does not want this 
Nation to possess an adequate defense 
against missiles. Dr. Possony said: 

"Mr. [William C.] Foster's statement * • * 
discloses the true attitude of the adminis
tration to antimissile defense: they just 
don't want it." a 

Foster-a member of the Council on For
eign Relations- is head of the Disarmament 
Agency. 

In a broadcast on The Manion Forum, U.S. 
Senator STROM THURMOND Said the Defense 
Department has already made 1a decision: 
"To postpone the production and deploy
ment of an antimissile defense system until 
1970 or later, if, indeed, we are ever per
mitted to deploy an antimissile system." ' 

Extensive testing of nuclear weapons--es
pecially in the atmosphere-is necessary for 

"Stage I . * * * 
"An International Disarmament Organiza

tion (IDO) shall be established within the 
framework of the United Nations. • * • 

"Strategic nuclear weapons delivery ve
hicles in specified categories and agreed types 
of weapons designed to counter such vehicles 
shall be reduced to agreed level. * * * The re
duction shall be accomplished • * * by 
transfers to depots supervised by the 
IDO. * * * 

"Production of agreed categories of stra
tegic nuclear weapons delivery vehicles and 
agreed types of weapons designed to counter 
such vehicles shall be discontinued or lim
ited. 

"Testing of agreed categories of strategic 
nuclear weapons delivery vehicles and agreed 
types of weapons designed to counter such 
vehicles shall be limited or halted. • • * 

"Stage II. * * * 
"Further reductions in the stocks of stra

tegic nuclear weapons delivery vehicles and 
agreed types of weapons designed to counter 
such vehicles shall be carried out. * • • 

"During Stage II, states shall develop fur
ther the peace-keeping processes of the Unit
ed Nations, to the end that the United Na
tions can effectively in Stage III deter or 
suppress any threat or use of force in viola
tion of the purposes and principles of the 
United Nations. * * • The U.N. Peace Force 
shall be established and progressively 
strengthened. * * * 

"Stage III. * * * 
"In Stage III, progressive controlled dis

armament * * * would proceed to a point 
where no state would have the military 
power to challenge the progressively 
strengthened U.N. Peace Force. * * * 

"States would retain only those forces, 
non-nuclear armaments, and establishments 
required for the purpose of maintaining in
ternal order; they would also support and 
provide agreed manpower for a U.N. Peace 
Force. 

"The U.N. Peace Force, equipped with 
agreed types and quantities of armaments, 
would be fully functioning. 

"The manufacture of armaments would be 
prohibited except for those of agreed types 
and quantities to be used by the U.N. Peace 
Force and those required to maintain in
ternal order." 

3 "The Test Ban: An American Strategy of 
Gradual Self-Mutilation," by Stefan T. Pas
sony, CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, Mar. 21, 1963, 
pp. 4614-4626. 

• "Are We Trying To Lose the Cold War?" 
by U.S. Senator STROM THURMOND, Democrat 
of South Carolina, Weekly Broadcast No. 447, 
the Manion Forum, South Bend, Ind., Apr. 21, 
1963. 
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research to develop a defense again~ ·mis
siles.' 

Yet, in the interest of negotiating with 
the Soviets, the Eisenhower and Kennedy 
administrations forfeited the security in
terests of their own country and, for more 
than 4 years, gave the Soviets unchallenged 
monopoly in the field of nuclear testing. 

This was done with full knowledge that 
there is no possibility of developing an in
spection system to detect and identify illegal 
testing of nuclear weapons, even if the So
viets should agree to outlaw testing and 
should accept an international inspection 
system which we specified.3 

Suppose that a ban on nuclear testing 
were in effect, with an international inspec
tion system operating; and suppose the sys
tem detected a major high-altitude nuclear 
explosion somewhere above the Pacific Ocean. 
At best, it would take several days for the 
system to correlate all data and determine 
the exact latitude and longitude of the ex
plosion. By the time international inspec
tors reached the scene, what would they find? 
Nothing. Submarines which fired the tests 
would be gone. Communist. propaganda 
would accuse the United States of making 
the shot. Our officials would make denials. 
There would be charges and counter-charges 
in the United Nations. The wrangle would 
be protracted ·for weeks, while the Soviets 
prepared for another sneak shot somewhere 
over the Atlant-ic Ocean. 

Aware of all this--and aware also o:t the 
unassailable proof that it is folly to nego
tiate with the Soviets at all, because treaty
breaking is a matter of policy and strategy 
·with them ~L-Elsenhower and Kennedy, dur
ing a critical period, prohibited the nuclear 
testing which might have developed a de
fensive weapon to save this country. 

The only official reason for the prohibition 
was that we must show "good faith" during 
negotiations with the Soviets. 

THE EISENHOWER RECORD 
On March 31, 1958, Andrei Gromyko, Soviet 

Foreign Minister,, announced that the Soviet 
Union was halting all testing of nuclear 
weapons; and he called upon other nations, 
possessing such weapons, also · to stop test
ing. in the interest. of. "peace and securit-y 
for aU peoples." 6 Why? The Soviets had 
just finished a series of tests; it would take 
them a year or more to correlate and evalu
ate all information thus produced; and in 
the interim they could not profitably do 
any more testing. Gromyko's announce
ment, in other words, wa..s a trick designed 
either to stop U.S. nuclear testing or to give 
the Soviets some propaganda fodder against 
us if we did not stop. 

Officials of the Ei~enhower State Depart
ment correctly called the Soviet plea a 
fraud, but challenged the Soviets to ap
proach the subject in "an orderly way," 
through negotiations to work out a super
vised suspension .of nuclear testing.1 

For years, the Communist "pet;~.ee" offen
sive had prepared for this situation. Orga
nizations of nuclear scientists, controlled by 
Communist frontiers; and "peace" organi
zations composed of preachers, teachers, and 
professional liberals of all kinds, had been 
drenching the American public with horror 

3 See footnote 3 on p. 11115. 
G "Soviet Political Agreements and Results," 

a staff study, Internal Security Subcommittee 
of the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee, May 
21, 1956. 

G "Text of Gromyko Announcement of the 
Soviet Decision To Suspend Nuclear Tests," 
Reuters dispatch from London: the New 
York Times, Apr. 1, 1958, pp. 14-15. 

7 "U.S. Statement on the. Soviet Decision," 
AP dispatch from Washington, the New York 
Times, Apr. 1, 1958, p. 15. 

stories about. the dangers of fallout from 
nuclear testing. 

Gromyko•s announcement on Marcb 31. 
1958. put the "peace•• organizations into higb 
gear. For 7 months. leftwing thunder for 
••banning the bomb" 'Was deafening-until 
October 31, 1958. when the United States and 
the Soviet Union met for "test ban talks," 
and agreed to suspend all testing of nuclear 
weapons, without inspections, while the 
talks continued. Eisenhower ordered a halt 
to U.S. testing, accepting Khrushchev's un
supported promise that he would do 
iikewise.s 

Week after week, month after month, year 
after year, the "test ban talks" continued, 
fruitlessly. The Soviets, busy assimilating 
information already produced by tests, did 
not need to make any nuclear shots in the 
atmosphere; but--as the whole world was 
aware--they went right ahead with under
ground shots and any other testing they 
pleased, ignoring their agreement to halt all 
tests for the duration of the negotiations. 

Eisenhower kept the agreement, however, 
permitting no more American testing during 
the remainder· of his administration. 

Dreary communiques from Geneva about 
another nonproductive session of the "test 
ban talks" often seemed timed, with sardonic 
humor, to coincide with other events which 
underscored the absurdity of the talks. For 
example, on August 3, 1959, a report from 
Geneva revealed that the 118th "test ban" 
meeting between representatives. of the 
United States, the Soviet Union, and Great 
Britain was deadlocked. On that same day. 
the White House announced that Eisenhower 
had agreed to a personal exchange of visits 
with Khrushchev .9 

Khrushchev was in the United States on 
September 17, 1959, when Selwyn Lloyd, 
British Foreign Secretary, spoke to the U.N. 
General Assembly urging total disarmament 
in three stages: (I) an international agree
ment fixing a date for disarmament and 
size and quality of national forces that would 
be left after disarmament, and deciding on 
the quantity and kind of weapons or an 
international army; (2) progressive steps 
in disarming nations and in arming the in
ternational army; (3) final national disar
mament, with rearming outlawed, and a fully 
established international army to enforce 
the peace, control national military budgets, 
space exploration. and so on.1o 

Selwyn Lloyd demanded "effective inspec
tion to insure compliance" at every stage in 
the plan; yet he· proposed that inspection 
control would be estabiished after disarma
ment. So, in effect, Selwyn Lloyd recom
mended total disarmament without in
spection.10 

The next day-September 18, 1959-
Khrushchev also spoke to the U.N. General 
Assembly, and recommended total disarma
ment without inspection.u 

8 Special to the Times, the New York 
Times, Oct. 31, 1958, p. 1; and Special to the 
Times from Geneva by Drew Middleton, the 
New York Times, Nov. 1, 1958, pp. 1, 3. 

9 "Khrushchev Coming to U.S. Next 
Month," Special to the Times from Washing
ton by Felix Belair, Jr., the New York Times, 
Aug. 4, 1959, pp. l, 3; and "Nuclear Talks 
Proceed: 3 Powers Reiterate stands on Con
trols in Geneva," Special to the Times from 
Geneva, the New York Times, Aug. 4, 1959, 
p.3. 

to "Lloyd Remarks, .. Special to the Times 
from the U.N., the New York Times, Sept. 18, 
1959, pp. 4-5. 

n "Text of Premier Khrushchev's Address 
to the U.N. General Assembly," and "Text of 
Soviet Government Declaration Propos-ing 
Complete Disarmament, .. the New York 
Times, Sept. 19, 1959, pp. 8-9, 12. 

One month later-October 18. 1959-
Francis 0. Wilcox, Assistant secretary of 
State for International Organization Affairs 
(and ·member of the Council on Foreign Re
lations). speaking to the Greater Miami 
Association for the United Nations, said that 
the problem of determining which should 
come first, disarmament or controls, is as 
baming as the old riddle about which Cai:Q.e 
first, the chicken or the egg.U 

On March 15, 1960, five Western powers 
and five Soviet bloc powers met at Geneva 
for general disarmament. talks. These were 
in addition to the "nuclear test ban talks" 
which had been going on at Geneva since 
October 1958.13 

On May 12, 1960, United States Senator 
THoMAs J. DoDD (Democrat, Connecticut) 
made a speech t.o the U.S~ Senate saying: 

"Before it ts too late, we must c.all o1f the 
(nuclear test) ban. At stake is the preserva
tion of peace and the survival of our Nation 
and of. freedom on this earth. Our guileless 
approach to the moratorium places us in 
mortal peril, for it rests on. blind trust in 
the honesty of the Kremlin, a dictatorship 
with a shocking record of violations of its 
pledges. 

"Some American experts are convinced that 
the Soviets are already testing secretly. No 
one can seriously doubt that they will do so 
whenever it suits them." u 

In June 1960, the Soviets walked out of 
the Geneva "test ban talks," and stayed away 
for several months.1s 

On September 22, 1960, in a speech to the 
U.N. General Assembly, President Eisenhower 
gently reproved the Soviets for not entering 
into disarmament agreements, and rebuked 
them for walking out of the "test ban talks," 
pleading with them to come back for more.l.3 

Eisenhower,.s plea set the stage for the 
Soviets who, the next day (September 23, 
1960), presented to the United Nations their 
plan for total, worldwide disarmament (the 
same plan which Khrushchev had presented 
to the U.N. a year before) .u 

THE KENNEDY RECORD 
Kennedy, inaugurated President in 1961, 

continued the ban on American nuclear test
ing; and he appointed Paul Nitze to be As
sistant Secretary of Defense, and Walt W. 
Rostow to be Deputy Special Assistant to the 
:President for National Security Affairs. It 
later became kno.wn that these two high offi
cials of the Kennedy administration (to
gether with others from the Council on For
eign Relations, whose members occupy keJ 
positions in the Kennedy administration) 
had lectured, almost a year before, to a 
National Strategy Seminar at Asilomar Con
ference Grounds on the Monterey Peninsula, 
in California. 
. The general argument of lectures which 
Rostow and Nitze, and the o.thers, gave at 
the Strategy Seminar was that the United 
States cannot win a nuclear war; that con
tinued attempts to produce nuclear superior
ity will spur the Soviets to do likewise and 
thus increase the danger of a holocaust; that 
we should. therefore, de-emphasize nuclear 
weapons on the theory that the Soviets will 
follow our lead; that we should build up our 
conventional military power in order to in
crease our capacity to fight in limited wars; 

12 "U.S. Said Willing To Equal Soviet Dis
armament Steps." UPI dispatch from Miami 
Beach, Durham (North Carolina) Morning 
Herald, Oct. 19, 1959. 

13 "Documents on Disarmament, 1960," 
State Department Publication No. 7172, July 
1961, pp. ?Cii. 66, 131, 225-229, 229-248. 

14 '·The Summit and the Test Ban Fallacy," 
'speech by U.S. Senator THOMAS J. DODD, 
Democrat, of Connecticut, CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, VOl. 106, pt. 8, pp. 10135-10146, 
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and that we should work toward, f!Ome_ form 
of w9rld government strong enough to elimi- _ 
nate wars altogether.15 

Pau~ Nitze told the $trategy Seminar tpat 
the United States snould begin disarmament 
without requiring disarmament ·or other na
tions, in the hope that our action would 
"produce reciprocal action on the part of 
our allies and also on the part of our 
enemies." 

Nitze said we should stop all efforts to 
build a class A nuclear capability, which 
could strike first or take offensive action; 
and that we should build purely retaliatory 
defense systems, and then surrender com
mand of those systems to international au
thority. He proposed that we make this sur
render by giving NATO command of our 
Strategic Air COmmand, and by notifying 
the United Nations that NATO will turn over 
to the U.N. the ultimate power of decision on 
the use of American retaliatory systems.16 

After Nitze .became Kennedy's Assistant 
Secretary of Defense, and the public found 
out what his real "defense policy" is, alarmed 
citizens wrote Washington officialdom de
manding explanation. Official explanations 
from Washington included: (1) flat denials 
that Nitze had ever made such a proposal; 
(2) assertions that Nitze did not really mean 
that he wanted SAC to be made a NATO com
mand; (3) explanations that in making such 
a proposal, Nitze was really suggesting that 
such a thing should not be done-that he 
was merely throwing it out as a "grand fal
lacy"; (4) explanations that Nitze's proposal 
had no official standing, because Nitze was 
not a member of the administration when 
the proposal was made. 

Dr. Lawrence G. Osborne, Santa Barbara, 
Calif., got replies from two Washington of
ficials: one from Timothy W. Stanley (Special 
Assistant to the Assistant Secretary of De
fense for International Security Affairs) say
ing that a proposal to turn SAC over to NATO 
was not under consideration by the Kennedy 
administration; another from Vice President 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON, saying: "The proposal 
that the Strategic Air Command be placed 
under the overall administration and com
mand of NATO is one which is being given 
a great deal of thought and deliberation." 

On March 23, 1961, a briefing session on 
disarmament was held at the State Depart
ment. About 75 ·persons attended, represent
ing such organizations as the United World 
Federalists, Americans for Democratic Ac
tion, Women's International League for 
Peace, American AssOciation for the United 
Nations, Federation of American Scientists, 
Twentieth Century Fund, UAW-ciO, and the 
General Federation of Women's Groups. 

Mr. E. A. Gullion, Deputy Director of the 
Disarmament Administration (and a member 
of the Council on Foreign Relations) pre
sided. He urged the groups to propagandize 
for the establishment of a permanent Dis
armament Agency under the control of the 
State Department, and not answerable to 
Congress. An agency free of congressional 
controls would have more latitude for doing 
what it felt necessary in the field of disarma
ment, Mr. Gullion explained, pointing otit 
that it is "difficult to work under the 18th 
century Constitution." 

On March 28, 1961, President Kennedy sent 
to Congress a defense message modeled on a 
confidential memorandum submitted to him 
by his Deputy Assistant, Walt W. Rostow, 
who had had a private meeting in Moscow 
with Vasily V. Kuznetsov. Rostow told 
President Kennedy that the Soviets do not 
think Americans really want disarmament 

15 "Proceedings of the Asilomar National 
Strategy Seminar," prepared by Stanford Re
search · Institute, sponsored by Sixth U.S. 
Army, Western Sea Frontier, Fourth Air 
Force, Apr. 1960; and "Idea Promoted; De
featism Big Danger," by Edith Kermit Roose
velt, the Dallas Morning News, Sept. 17, 1961. 

because we .continue to build a "first-strike" 
capability against the Soviet Union. Rostow 
recomme-nded that . we allay Soviet suspi
cions by deemphasizing offensive weapons 
and by emphasizing-defensive weapons. 

On March 30, 1961, the Chicago ·sun-Times 
published·a story headlined: "Inside Story of 
a Big Switch: Kennedy's Defense Strategy 
Tailored·To Ease Red Fears.'' The story was 
written in Washington by Thomas B. Ross, 
who commented on the relationship between 
Kennedy's defense program and the Rostow 
memorandum, saying: 

"The similarities in the statements of 
Rostow and Mr. Kennedy were no coinci
dence. It is known that large sections of 
the President's defense message were written 
explicitly for ·the consumption of top Rus
sian officials. 

"Moreover, on the recommendation of 
Charles E. Bohlen, the State Department's 
leading expert on Russia, certain Communist 
phraseology was inserted in the message. 
* * * 

"That much of the defense message wa.S 
directed to the Soviet leaders is evident in 
the fact that Llewellyn E. Thompson, Jr., 
Ambassador to Russia, was given a special 
briefing on it. • • * The message will now be 
forwarded to him in Moscow so he can 
reassure Soviet officials that the United 
States is taking care not to produce a 'first
strike c~pability.' 

"Emphasis on a 'second-strike' capability 
ran through all the White House meetings 
on the message. Most of the sessions were 
directed by Mr. Kennedy's chief aid, Theo
dore Sorensen, who repeatedly made it clear 
that the President wanted to avoid provoca
tive, offensive weapons." 

Charles Bohlen, who recommended "Com
munist phraseology" in Kennedy's defense 
message, is a me~ber of the Council on 
Foreig_n Relations. Another key figure in 
Kennedy's defense-dis~rmament planning is 
Dr. Jerome Bert Wiesner, also a member of 
the Council on Foreign Relations. Here is 
information about Wiesner, from the New 
York Ti~s Magazine: 

"Dr.• Jerome Bert Wiesner, a former pro
fessor at the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology • • • is the top planner, arbitra
tor and counselor of scientific policy within 
the Government, and, thus, throughout the 
scientific community at large • • • Wiesner 
oversees the operations of all scientifically 
oriented agencies, such as the Defense De
partment, Atomic Energy Commission and 
National Science Foundation. 

"He ope-rates behind a wall of White House 
secrecy, somewhat to the dismay of Con
gress which would like . to be privy to his 
scientific policy advice. 

"Before joining the administration, Wies
ner made no secret of his belief that the 
United States at times had been almost 
as much to blame as the Soviet Union for 
blocking agreement on arms-control 
measures. 

"One of the principal obstacles standing 
in the way of disarmament, in Wiesner's 
opinion, is a 'communications block' be
tween the two sides. 

"It was largely because of his desire to 
break down the 'communications block' that 
Wiesner last fall took the potentially im
politic step of going to Moscow to attend 
a nongovernmental conference of East-West 
scientists on disarmament."lo 

On May 25, 1961, President Kennedy, in a 
special message to Congress, asked for estab
lishment of a Disarmament Agency.u This 
was the first formal step toward the Agency 
which the March 23, 1961, State Department 
"briefing" of leftwing leaders had prepared 
the propaganda campaign for. 

10 "Top Scientist on the New Frontier/' 
by John w. Finney, the New, York Times 
Magazine, Sept. 3, 1961, pp. 8 ff. 

On June 23, 1~1. John J. McCloy, Special 
Adviser to the President on· Disarmament 
(and ~ member of the Council on ·Foreign 
Relations), sent to the President a draft of 
a bill to. create the new Agency. In his letter 
of transmittal to the President, McCloy re
vealed that the fundamental purpose of the 
Di.Sarmament Agency is to work for - w-orld 
governmen1;.17 

On June 29, 1961, President Kennedy sent 
McCloy's proposed bill to the Congress. In 
his letter of transmittal, the President also 
revealed that the purpose of the bill was 
not only to_ work toward elimination of na
tional armaments, but to "strengthen inter
national institutions" into world govern
ment.17 

On August 15, 1961, four former high offi
cials in the Eisenhower administration
Christian A. Herter, Thomas S. Gates, Gen. 
Alfred M. Gruenther, and Henry Cabot 
Lodge (all mem'Qers of the COuncil on For
eign Re~ations)-testified before a Senate 
Foreign Relations Subcommittee_ in support 
of Pre~ident Kennedy's Disarmament Agency. 
Lodge urged that the Western powers also 
set up a "unified diplomatic command" so 
that our "decisionmaking machinery" will 
not be cumbersome.1s -

Former President Eisenhower wrote a letter 
strongly endorsing the proposed Agency.l8 

On August 30, 1961, the · Soviet Union 
abruptly announced that it would resume 
massive testing of nuclear weapons.11 The 
moratorium which the Soviets had asked 
for in 1958 was at last to end: they had 
completed their analyses of the 1958 tests 
and were ready for another series. 

One interesting aspect of the Soviet an
nouncement is that it came on the eve of a 
meeting of 24 neutral nations at Belgrade, 
Yugoslavia. Ostensibly, a major purpose of 
the meeting was to underscore the neutral 
nations' oft-repeated pl~a for major powers 
to stop testing nuclear weapons. The oddly 
timed Soviet announcement looked like a 
deliberate affront. The liberar press of 
America predicted that this arrogant act 
would outrage the neutralist leaders gather- · 
ing at Belgrade and would, thus, backfire on 
the Soviets. · 

But when the neutralist leaders gathered, 
they expressed sympathy for ·the Soviet 
Union, and blaln.ed the United States for 
causing the Soviets to resuine nuclear test-
ing.lo -

The 24 neutral nations, whose leaders took 
this action, had all received (and are still 
receiving) great quantities of aid from the 
United States, little or nothing from the 
Soviet Union.1o · 

The announced Soviet plan to resume n u
clear testing did not slow down the American 
drive for disarmament._ On September 23, 
1961, the House of Representatives author
ized a final version of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act of 1961 (H.R. 9118, Public 
Law 87-297), to establish an Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency. 

Just as E. A. Gullion had demanded at the 
State Department briefing 6 months before, 
the Agency was set up free of congressional 
controls. 

The Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
of 1961 confers upon the Director of the new 
Disarmament Agency broad authority (under 
the general supervision of the President and 
the Secretary of State) to do just about any
thing the Director may claim to be in the 

11 "Documents on Disarmament, 1961," U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Pub
lication No. 5, Aug. 1962, pp. 151-161, 196-199, 
214-227, 317-350. 

18 Letter, U.S. Representative WALTER 
ROGERS, Democrat of Texas, in support of 
Disarmament Agency, Feb. 2, 1963. 

10 "Text of the Declaration of Belgrade," 
the New York Times, Sept. 7, 1961, p. 8, 
"When 'Neutrals' Get Together," U.S. News 
&·worid Report, Sept. 11, 1961, pp. 74 ff. 
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interest of peac~ and arms control. The Di
rector can formulate U.S. disarmalllent 
policies, conduct negotiations with foreign 
powers and international organizations, 
command the services of other Federal 
agencies, obtain restricted information from 
the Atomic Energy Commission-and enjoy 
specific exemptions from laws written by 
Congress. For example, section 43, of title 
IV of the act says: "The President may, in 
advance, exempt actions of the Director from 
the provisions of law relating to contracts 
or expenditures of Government funds when
ever he determines that such action is es
sential in the interest of United States arms 
control and disarmament and security 
policy." 

Only in section 33 of title III of Public Law 
87-297 did Congress insert a provision indi
cating an intent to retain, in Congress, some 
control over policies and programs devised 
by the Director of the Disarmament Agency. 
A clause in section 33 provides: "That no 
action shall be taken under this or any other 
law that will obligate the United States to 
disarm or to reduce or to limit the Armed 
Forces or armaments of the United States, 
except pursuant to the treatymaking power 
of the President under the Constitution, or 
unless authorized by further affirmative leg
islation by the Congress of the United 
States." 

This provision is meaningless, because 
modern (and incorrect) Supreme Court in
terpretations of the Constitution hold that 
the "treatymaking power of the President" 
includes the power to enter into executive 
agreements with foreign nations-without 
the advice and consent, or even the knowl
edge of the U.S. Senate.20 

On September 25, 1961-2 days after the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 1961 
was passed in the House-Adlai stevenson 
presented, to the 16th General Assembly of 
the United Nations, the American plan for 
total worldwide disarmament. This Ameri
can plan (almost identical with the plan 
which the Soviet Union h ad submitted to 
the U.N. on September 23, 1960) !l1 would 
transfer control of U.S. nuclear weapons to 
the United Nations, rest rict the American . 
Military Establishment to the size and kind 
needed for control of the American popula
tion, and prohibit us from possessing or 
even trying to develop a defense against 
weapons of mass destruction .~ ~1 

Senator STROM THURMOND, Democrat, of 
South Carolina, made several speeches in 
the latter part of 1961, sharply criticizing the 
State Department plan to surrender Ameri
can nuclear weapons to the U.N. Although 
the plan had been formally presented to the 
U.N. and the text published in an official 
State Department pamphlet, Washington of
ficials, when receiving inquiries from the 
public, flatly denied that the plan existed. 
Here are passages from a typical official let
ter of denial-this one written by John E. 
Carland, Director of Special Activities, Of
fice of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Public Affairs, to Mrs. W. M. Walters in 
Spokane, Wash.: 

"This is in reference to your recent com
munication relative to reports that the 

!! See footnote 2 on page 11115. 
oo Discussion of the Executive Agreement 

and its binding powers, various Supreme 
Court decisions contained in "The Constitu
tion of the United States of America, Analysis 
and Interpretation," prepared by the Legisla
tive Reference Service, Library of Congress, 
Edward S. Corwin, Editor, U.S. Senate Docu
ment No. 170, 82d Congress, 2d sess., 1953, 
pp. 434-435. 

!!1 "This Time, Russians Really Did It First," 
Amarillo, Texas, Daily News, Feb. 16, 1963, 
p. 4-setting out, side by side, the Soviet dis
armament proposals of Sept. 23, 1960; and 
the American disarmament proposals of 
Sept. 25, 1961. 

United States is considering turning over 
nuclear weapons or information about such 
weapons to the United Nations. 

"The Department of Defense has received 
other similar letters, apparently stemming 
from erroneous articles that have appeared 
in some newspapers. The Defense Depart
ment has no such plans and we know of no 
Government proposal which would involve 
turning nuclear weapons · or information 
about them over to the United Nations." 

By the end of 1961, plans for disarming 
the United States (and, thus, surrendering 
her sovereignty) were formulated and an
nounced. In 1962, as will be shown in this 
report next week, came further development 
of the plans---chiefly in the form of con
cessions to entice Soviet agreement. 

[From the Dan Smoot Report, May 20, 1963] 
DISARMA~ENT-PART III 

As early as 1917, international Communists 
began to use worldwide disarmament 
propaganda as a means of attack against non
Communist nations, particularly the United 
States. To Communists, worldwide dis
armament does not mean elimination from 
the world of all weapons of war. It means 
taking all weapons away from non-Com
munists so that they can offer no resistance 
to communism. 

Lenin said, and Khrushchev has repeated, 
that Communists are contemptuous of 
pacifism, but can effectively use pacifists in 
non-Communist nations. 

Pacifists believe that war is horrible; and 
every decent and sane person on earth agrees 
with them. Pacifists, however, are not will
ing to accept reality. Reality is that wars 
are inevitable until human beings are better 
than they have ever been since Adam and 
Eve were expelle~ from the Garden of Eden. 

Human beings cannot be improved through 
legislation or disarmament pacts. They cer
tainly cannot be improved by having their 
weapons taken away from them. 

Suppose non-Communist nations could 
make an agreement with Communist 
dictators which resulted in the actual world
wide elimination of all modern weapons of 
war. What would then prevent the hordes 
of Asia and Africa from overrunning the 
civilized world with butcher knives? 

To avoid such a catastrophe, why not dis
arm all nations, but at the same time arm 
an international authority to keep the peace? 
This would be worse than total disarmament 
without an armed authority to enforce order. 
Any agency with enough authority to pollee 
the world, and with a monopoly of weapons, 
will enslave and oppress the world. That 
fact also derives from the nature of man. 
Civilized people stripped of weapons would, at 
least, have a better chance to defend them
selves against lawless and ravaging hordes 
than to defend themselves against an inter
national authority armed with modern weap
ons, and in control of the world. 

Men will become "good" enough to refrain 
from warring on each other only when, and 
if, all men accept for themselves the saving 
grace that God offers. Meanwhile, it be
hooves all nations (most especially civilized 
Western nations whose culture is founded on 
faith in God) to maintain whatever weap
onry is necessary to protect their civiliza
tion against all threats, within or without. 

Before the councils of the world, there are, 
at present, two basic proposals for so-called 
worldwide disarmament: The Soviet Govern
ment's proposal and the American Govern
ment's proposal. 

The Soviet Government pretends to want 
worldwide disarmament without a strong 
international authority to keep the peace. 
Even if the Communist proposal were honest 
(which it most certainly is not), it would 
eventuate in the catastrophe of a defense
less civilized world being overrun by hordes 
of barbarians. · 

The American Government wants total dis-· 
armament of all nations, with an interna
tional authoritgy armed and empowered to 
enforce the peace-a plan which would even
tuate in a universal, all-powerful dictator-· 
ship even more horrible than anarchy. 

How we arrived at the point where the na
tions of the world are seriously considering 
these two alternatives for disaster is an 
amazing story-parts of which are sketched 
in the two previous issues of this report. 

A REVIEW 
The testing of nuclear explosions-in the 

air, underground, underwater, and in 
space-is necessary for research to develop 
nuclear weapons, particularly defensive 
weapons: antimissile missiles, for example. 
Ea_ch nuclear e~losion produces a mass of 
new information which is usele'ss until it .has 
been studied, evaluated, and correlated with 
other technical information. 

Yet, the · time ~nd cost of preparing for a 
nuclear shot make one-shot nuclear testing 
impractical. The practical way is to arrange 
a series of nuclear explosions, and then to 
suspenQ. all testing until the whole. mass of 
information produced has been assimilated. 
The work of assimilation may take years: 
During that time, it is not sensible to do any 
major testing. 

In the spring of 1958, the Soviets, having 
concluded a major series of nuclear tests, 
asked for a moratorium on testing. Peace 
propagandists raised a clalllor in support of 
the Soviet proposal. On October 31, 1958, 
Eisenhower halted all plans for American 
nuclear testing, accepting Khrushchev's un
supported promise that he would do like
wise. 

Kennedy continued the ban on American 
testing, though it was universally known 
that the Soviets had never kept their word. 
The men whom Kennedy placed in charge 
of defense and disarmament policies were 
on record as wanting Amarican disarma
ment, with or without Soviet disarmament; 
they devised a defense program admittedly 
intended to please the Soviets; they rammed 
through Congress an act creating a Disarma
ment Agency 1 with a Director empowered to 

1 The list below gives the names of all U.S. 
Senators and Representatives who took a 
stand, in rollcall votes, against the Dis
armament Agency Act in 1961. If your Sen
ator or Representative was in Congress at 
that time and is not listed below, he was in 
favor of the Disarmament Agency. The votes 
are taken from the Congressional Quarterly 
Weekly Report of Sept. 15, p. 1602; Sept. 22, 
pp. 164Q-1641; and Sept. 29, pp. 1686-1687; 
all1961. 

Senate: Arizona, Goldwater, Republican; 
Arkansas, McClellan, Democrat; Florida, 
Smathers, Democrat; Georgia, Russell, Demo
crat, Talmadge, Democrat; Kansas, Schoep
pel, Republican; Louisiana, Ellender, Demo
crat; Mississippi, Eastland, Democrat, 
Stennis, Democrat; Nebraska, CUrtis, Repub
lican, Hruska, Republican; South Carolina, 
Thurmond, Democrat; South Dakota, Mundt, 
Republican; Texas, Tower, Republican; Vir
ginia, Byrd, Democrat. 

House: Arizona, Rhodes, Republican; Ar
kansas, Alford, Democrat, Gathings, Demo
crat, Norrell, Democrat; California, Bell, Re
publican, Hiestand, Republican, Lipscomb, 
Republican, McDonough, Republican, Rous
selot, Republican, Sheppard, Democrat, 
Smith, Republican, Utt, Republican; Colo
rado, Dominick, Republican; Florida, Haley, 
Democrat; Georgia, James C. Davis, Demo
crat; Illinois, Anderson, Republican, Findley, 
Republican, Hoffman, Republican; Indiana, 
Bruce, Republican, Roudebush, Republican, 
Wilson, Republican; Iowa, Hoeven, Republi
can, Gross, Republican, Jensen, Republican; 
Kansas, Dole, Republican, McVey, Republi
can; Louisiana, Hebert, Democrat; Michigan, 
Bennett, Republican, Harvey, Republican, 
Hoffman , Republican, Johansen, Republican. 
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do anything (including violations of Fed
eral law) which he might claim to be in the 
~nterest of peace and disarmament; and 
they submitted to the U.N. a proposed treaty 
which would disarm the United States and 
surrender her nuclear weapons. 

By the end of 1961, military men were 
expressing grave fear that the Kennedy de
fense and disarmament programs would 
leave the United States virtually helpless 
against the Soviets.2 

1962 

On March 2, 1962, President Kennedy said 
the Soviets, in their nuclear tests, were press
ing hard toward the goal of developing the 
most desperately needed weapon of our time 
-a means of destroying attacking enemy 
rockets before they explode on target. The 
President said the Soviet tests of 1961 "re
flected • • • the trial of novel designs and 
techniques, and some substantial gains in 
weaponry." Mentioning the powerful "nu
clear attack and defense capability" which 
the Soviets are developing, the President 
warned that further Soviet tests would put 
the free world in grave danger. He said that 
the United States "cannot make similar 
strides without testing in the atmosphere as 
well as underground," and that "in many 
areas of nuclear weapons research we have 
reached the point where our progress is 
stifled without experiments in every environ
ment." 3 

Concerning the possibility of negotiating 
some effective ban on Soviet testing, the 
President said: "The basic lesson of some 3 
years and 353 negotiating sessions at Geneva 
is this-that the Soviets will not agree to 
an effective ban • • • as long • • • as 
• * • a new uninspected moratorium or a 
new agreement without controls, would en
able them once again to prevent the West 
from testing while they prepare in secret." a 

On March 11, 1962, Robert S. McNamara, 
Secretary of Defense, said the United States 
has no reasonable prospect of developing a 
successful defense against missiles. At the 
same time, American officialdom generally 
was reflecting the expressed conviction of 
the President that the Soviets may be on the 
point of developing such a defensive weapon. 

In view of all this, it was reasonable to 
assume that the President would order im
mediate preparations for massive American 
testing of nuclear weapons. He did not. 
He ordered a new series of atmospheric tests 
to be held in the Pacific beginning in late 
April 1962-but promised that the tests 

Meader, Republican; Mississippi, Williams, 
Democrat, Winstead, Democrat; Missouri, 
Hall, Republican; Montana, Battin, Republi
can; Nebraska, Heermann, Republican, Cun
ningham, Republican; New Jersey, Auchin
closs, Republican; New York, Derounian, 
Republican, Kilburn, Republican, King, Re
publican, Pillion, Republican, Ray, Republi
can, St. George, Republican, Taber, Repub
lican; North Dakota, Short, Republican; 
Ohio, Ashbrook, Republican, Devine, Repub
lican, Scherer, Republican; Pennsylvania, 
Gavin, Republican, Goodling, Republican. 
Saylor, Republican; South Carolina, Ash
more, Democrat, Dorn, Democrat, Riley 
Democrat, Rivers, Democrat; Texas, Alger, 
Republican, Burleson, Democrat, Casey, Dem
ocrat, Dowdy, Democrat, Rutherford, Demo
crat, Teague, Democrat; Virginia, Abbitt, 
Democrat, Tuck, Democrat; Wisconsin, Laird, 
Republican, O'Konski, Republican, Schade
berg, Republican, Van Pelt, Republican. 

2 For a complete discussion of the back
ground of disarmament, including documen
tation, see this Report, "Disarmament--Part 
I," May 6, 1963; and "Disarmament-Part II," 
May 13, 1963. 

3 The Test Ban: Ali American Strategy of 
Gradual Self-Mutilation, by Stefan T. Pas
sony, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Mar. 21, 1963, 
p. 4614. 

would not be conducted if the Soviets would 
sign a nuclear test ban by mid-April.' 

On March 14, 1962, when the 18-
nation Disarmament Committee began an
other series of disarmament conferences at 
Geneva, the United States and Great Britain 
proposed the outlawing of underground nu
clear tests. suggesting an international in
spection system to detect and investigate 
suspicious earth tremors-that is, earth 
tremors which seismic instruments could 
not positively identify as earthquakes. The 
Soviets held out for an unpoliced morato
rium on underground tests, pending the de
velopment of a control system for general 
and complete disarmament.' 

On April 9, 1962, President Kennedy and 
Prime Minister Macmillan personally appeal
ed to Khrushchev to reconsider the Soviet 
position, pointing out that scientific in
strumentation is not fully capable of dis
tinguishing earthquakes from underground 
explosions.s 

On April 12, 1962, Khrushchev replied by 
saying Kennedy and Macmillan wanted in
spection as a means of choosing the moment 
to attack the Soviet Union.G 

On April 12, 1962, various members of the 
18-nation Committee appealed to the Soviet 
Union and the United States to enter an
other unpoliced moratorium on testing for 
the duration of the Conference. The Soviet 
Union agreed to this proposal.' 

On April 16, 1962, 8 small-nation mem
bers of the 18-nation Disarmament Com
mittee suggested a compromise solution, 
which was, in effect, that existing national 
control and detection systems be used in
stead of the international inspection system 
demanded by the United States. An impar
tial International Commission would process 
data produced by the various national detec
tion systems. If the International Com
mission noticed data which might indicate 
an illegal nuclear test somewhere, it would 
notify the nation on whose territory that 
event occurred. The suspected nation would 
then cooperate with the International Com
mission in determining the precise nature of 
the explosion in question.G 

The United States and the United Kingdom 
accepted this eight-nation proposal as a basis 
for negotiation. The Soviets also accepted 
it, saying it was practically identical with 
their own proposal.<l 

On April 18, 1962, U .S. Ambassador Arthur 
H. Dean presented to the 18-nation Dis
armament Committee an "Outline of Basic 
Provisions of a Treaty on General and 
Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World." 
This plan, developed by the U.S. Disarma
ment Agency, has been officially character
ized as "the most comprehensive blueprint 
for peace through multilateral international 
disarmament that the United States or any 
other country has ever undertaken."~ Wil
liam C. Foster, Director of the Disarmament 
Agency, sums up his 1962 general disarma
ment proposals in these words: 

"The United States proposes to achieve 
the goal of general and complete disarma
ment in three stages. In each stage all major 
armaments, including nuclear delivery ve
hicles, would be reduced by one-third. • • • 

"Stage I of the U.S. plan contains essential 
measures to meet the nuclear threat, espe
cially by a cutotr of the production of fission
able materials for nuclear weapons purposes. 
Further measures to reduce and eventually 
eliminate nuclear weapons remaining in 
National arsenals would be carried out in 

• Second Annual Report to Congress, Jan. 1, 
1962-Dec. 31, 1962, U.S. Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency Publication No. 14, Feb
ruary 1963. 

6 International Negotiations on Ending Nu
clear Weapon Tests, September 1961-Septem
ber 1962. U.S. Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency Publication No.9, October 1962. 

stages II and III of the U.S. program after 
the completioJ?. of international expert 
studies." • 

The American disarmament proposal which 
Foster thus describes, and which was formally 
presented at Geneva on April 18, 1962, is 
basically the same as the treaty which Adlai 
Stevenson submitted to the United Nations 
in September 1961-proposing to strip the 
United States of nuclear, and other modern 
weapons, by turning them over to the United 
Nations. The 1962 proposal, however, went 
into detail about how the reduction in na
tional armaments would be carried out in a 
three-stage plan. Nations would reduce their 
armaments by one-third each year for 3 
years. Combat aircraft and ships and mis
siles of all kinds, antimissile missile systems, 
tanks, armored cars, and so on-all would be 
placed in a depot under supervision of an 
International Disarmament Organization. 
The !DO would have power to destroy them, 
order them converted for "peaceful" pur
poses, or order them turned over to a United 
Nations military force to strengthen the UN 
peacekeeping machinery. The Soviets re
jected the American proposal. 

No agreement having been reached at the 
Geneva Disarmament Conference, President 
Kennedy ordered a resumption of American 
testing of nuclear weapons in the atmos
phere. The series began on April 26, 1962. 
But the testing was timid and halting, hob
bled by politics and propaganda. Kennedy 
·permitted only a few tests in the atmosphere 
before again suspending them. 

The first session of the 18-nation Disarma
ment Conference at Geneva ended, with no 
accomplishments, on June 14, 1962.6 

When the second session opened on July 
16, 1962. American representatives startled 
the world by reversing the American stand 
on the question of inspection and control. 
Consistently, American officials had insisted 
that disarmament would not work unless 
there was an international inspection and 
control system. Khrushchev had consist
ently insisted that existing national inspec
tion and control systems would be ade
quate-since these systems could report to 
an international commission on any sus
picious activity which they detected. In 
April 1962, President Kennedy had rejected 
Khrushchev's proposal for an unpoliced 
moratorium on underground nuclear testing 
for the specific reason that there is no posi
tive means of telling whether an earth 
tremor is caused by earthquake or by under
ground explosion.' s 

On August 1, 1962, President Kennedy an
nounced that, whereas in April he had not 
believed that there was adequate seismic in
strumentation for identifying earth tremors, 
he now believed there was such equipment 
and that he was, therefore, willing to aban
don the previous American demand for an 
international inspection and control system. 
The President said he is now willing to ac
cept the proposal (perennially made by 
Khrushchev) for a national system under 
international supervision.• 3 

The President laid down one proviso: the 
Soviets must accept the American principle 
of on-site inspections of unidentified seismic 
events. This means that if detection equip
ment records and locates an earth tremor 
which cannot be identified as an earthquake, 
international inspectors should be permitted 
to go to the locale of that tremor (within 
the Soviet Union or elsewhere) and make an 
on-the-spot (on-site) inspection. 

As usual, the Soviets rejected the on-site 
inspection proposal. 

The United States tried again. On August 
27, 1962, the United States and the United 
Kingdom introduced at the Geneva Confer
ence two new treaties which the U.S. Dis
armament Agency had drawn up. One pro
vided for a total ban on all kinds of nuclear 
testing, the ban to be policed by a nationally 
manned detection system under iriterna-

l 
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tional supervision. The other Disarmament 
Agency prop<?sal' of August 27 provided for 
a limited ban on nuclear testing-without 
any internation.al veriP,cation machinery.45 

The "Draft Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapons Tests In All Environments," which 
the United States and the United Kingdom 
proposed on August 27, 1962, would place an 
International SciEintific Commission in 
charge of all arrangements and agreements. 
This Commission would be composed Of rep
resentatives of 15 nations. 

The United States, the Soviet Union, and 
Great Britain would each be a permanent 
member. Of the remaining 12 members, the 
Soviet Union would nominate 3; the United 
States would nominate 1; Great Britain 
would nominate 1; and all 3 powers to
gether would nominate 7.4 

The Soviet Union rejected both of the 
American August 27 proposals and demanded 
an uninspected moratorium on nuclear 
testing to begin January 1, 1963. The So
viets were near completion of their 1961-62 
tests and wanted to call time-out in 1963 
for the necessary period of study and evalu
ation. President Kennedy replied that· the 
United States was willing to ban all nuclear 
tests beginning January 1, 1963, if an effec
tive agreement could be reached by then. 

The lOth Pugwash Conference, held at 
London in September 1962, proposed that 
detection of nuclear explosions be achieved 
hv unmanned nuclear detection stations (lit
tle black boxes). Pugwash Conference refers 
to meetings of Soviet and Western scientists 
which have been held at intervals since July 
1957-when the first such conference was 
held in Pugwash, Nova Scotia,' at the home 
of Cyrus Eaton, an American industrialist 
whose sympathy with the Soviet· Union is 
notorious. 

No unmanned detection stations, of the 
kind suggested by the pro-Soviets at the 
Pugwash Conference, have yet been devel
ope,d. If developed, they would be small, 
portable, sealed boxes, containing seismic 
equipment. A specified number of them 
would be placed in specified locations 
throughout the world. If other detection 
equipment recorded an unidentifiable earth 
tremor located, say, on Soviet soil, the United 
States (or any other nation) could request 
that international inspectors examine the 
seismic boxes located in the Soviet Union 
to see what they had recorded. ~e Soviets 
would then fly the boxes to some designated 
place and let international inspectors ex
amine them. That is the "little black boxes" 
scheme, devised by Cyrus Eaton's pro-Soviet 
Pugwash Conference at London in Septem
ber 1962. 

On December 10, 1962, the Soviets formally 
adopted the Pugwash proposal as their own, 
suggesting a nuclear test ban to be moni
tored by the little boxes. The Soviets said 
they were willing to have two or three such 
boxes placed in Soviet territory. They even 
promised to permit international inspectors 
to enter the Soviet Union periodically to 
collect readings from the little boxes-pro
vided the inspectors were under tight Soviet 
escort and security screening while on Soviet 
territory. 

U.S. officialdom welcomed this Soviet pro
posal as a heartening sign and as a hopeful 
forerunner of things to come, although ad
mitting that the Soviet proposal did not pro
vide the foolproof inspection and control 
which the United States wanted. 

On December 12, 1962, the fourth treaty 
or set of arms-control proposals devised by 
the U.S. Disarmament Agency, was sub
mitted to the Disarmament Conference at 
Geneva. Made "in the wake of the Cuban 
crisis," this December 12 proposal included 
six measures designed to reduce the risk of 
war through accident, miscalculation or the 

i fi See footnotes 4 and 5 on p . 11120. 

failure of communication. · Those six meas
ures: 

"First, the exchange of military _misf!ions 
among nations. We currently exchange mili
tary attaches with the Soviet Union: this 
proposal would · be a broadening of this 
precedent. 

"Second, advance notification to all coun
tries of military maneuvers. 

"Third, the improvement of communica
tions between major governments. This 
would include the so-called 'hot line' or 
'purple telephone' between President Ken
nedy and Chairman Khrushchev but would 
also take in lower echelon communications 
as well. 

"Fourth, observation posts established at 
major ports, railway centers, motor highways, 
and river crossings. 

"Fifth, an international committee to 
study other methods to reduce the risk ·of 
war through miscalculation. 

"Sixth, additional observation procedures
not specified." a · 

On December 19, 1962, Khrushchev wrote 
President Kennedy that the Soviet Union 
would accept two to three on-site inspections 
per year on Soviet territory, and would per
mit three unmanned seismic stations in the 
Soviet Union.o 

On December 28, 1962, Kennedy wrote 
Khrushchev saying he was encouraged that 
the Soviet Union could "accept the principle 
of on-site inspections," but said that three 
unmanned seismic stations were not enough 
and that the location suggested by Khru
shchev might not do.G 

1963 

On January 7, 1963, Khrushchev wrote 
Kennedy again, making it clear that his ac
ceptance of the principle of on-site inspec
tions means that any inspectors entering the 
Soviet Union will enter only on the invita
tion of the Soviet Government; that they 
will be under careful guard and escort by the 
Soviets while there; and that the Soviets 
reserve the rights to keep the inspectors 
from seeing anything which the Soviets may 
not want them to see.a 

This seemed to satisfy President Kennedy. 
On January 20, 1963, he again stopped all 
American nuclear testing (even under
ground)-at a time when the Soviets had 
:finished all the testing they wanted and 
needed leisure to digest the information. 
On January 31, 1963, the Soviets (having 
reached their objective of stopping American 
nuclear testing) . abruptly ended the dis
armament conference. The next day, Feb
ruary 1, 1963, President Kennedy ordered 
preparations for new nuclear tests in Nevada. 

On March 11, 1963, William C. Foster, Di
rector of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, testified before the Joint Atomic 
Energy Commission of Congress, saying he 
is confident that the Soviets will not cheat 
on a nuclear test ban, once they accept a 
treaty. 

As to further concessions which the United 
States may make in the interest of negoti
ating a test ban treaty, Mr. Foster said we 
now demand seven annual inspections of 
specified installations on Soviet soil, and 
that we will not reduce that number "until 
there is some movement away from the So-
viet position." 7 · 

When the nuclear test ban negotiations 
first began in 1958, the United States was 
demanding an elaborate international in
spection and control system, implemented 
by 20 annual, unconditional, on-site inspec
tions. By March 1963 U.S. officials had 

a See footnote 3 on p. 11120. 
6 Remarks of U.S. Senator HUBERT H. HUM

PHREY, Democrat, Of Minnesota, CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD, Feb. 11, 19.63, p. 2040. 

1 "Foster Expects No Cheating if Reds Ac
cept Test Ban," the Washington Evening Star, 
Mar. 12, 1963. 

abandoned the international inspection and 
control system, and were willing to . accept 
only seven on-site inspections. · 

On April 24, 1963, Western leaders made 
another appeal to Khrushchev, this time 
indicating willingness to make further con
cessions in the matter of on-site inspec
tions. They asked Khrushchev to quit 
thinking about the number of annual on
site inspections, and to please concentrate 
on modifying his requirements about how 
the inspections will be conducted.8 

Complicated programs of nuclear testing 
cannot be turned on and off like water taps. 
Preparations for a series of nuclear tests in 
Nevada (which Kennedy ordered on Febru
ary 1, 1963, after ordering suspension of 
preparations on January 20) cost taxpayers 
a lot of money but produced nothing. 

On May 13, 1963, the Atomic Energy Com
mission announced cancellation of the 
planned series of tests in Nevada-giving 
no reason and no date for resumption of 
the plans.9 

WHAT TO DO 

The danger we face--of ha virig the arma
ments and the sovereignty of our Nation 
surrendered by bureaucrats who man the 
Disarmament Agency-is grave. 

The most immediate need for action is 
strong public support for H.R. 3613, a bill 
introduced by U.S. Representative JAMES B. 
UTT, Republican, of California, to abolish 
the Disarmament Agency and repeal the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 1961. 

On February 7, 1963, U.S. Representative 
0MAR BURLESON, Democrat, Of TeX~S, intro
duced in the House as House Concurrent 
Resolution 83; and on February 20, 1963, 
Senator CARL T. CURTIS, Republican, of 
Nebraska, introduced the same resolution 
in the Senate as Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 21. This Curtis-Burleson resolution 
attempts to guarantee congressional super
yision of Disarmament Agency proposals and 
to guarantee that any disarmament agree

·ments that may be negotiated must be sub
pJ.itted to the Senate for advice and consent. 

In my opinion, the Curtis-Burleson reso
lution is not enough. It may be comforting 
to some to know that committees of Con
gress will be looking over the shoulders of 
men negotiating the. surrender of the United 
States and that the Senate must approve
the surrender. But it does not comfort me. 
I think we should stop the negotiating. A 
major step in that direction would be adop
tion of UTT's bill to abolish the Disarmament 
Agency. 

THE SUPREME COURT, THE LORD'S 
PRAYER, AND BIBLE READING 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on 
Monday, the U.S. Supreme Court made 
another ruling which further serves to 
promote the interests of the forces of 
atheism and secularism at the expense of 
religion and our national religious herit
age in this country. 

Mr. President, there is nothing in the 
Constitution which says that the States 
-cannot provide for prayers and Bible 
reading in the schools, if this is the desire 
of the people in the various States to do 
so. The Constitution, in the first 
amendment, only provides that "Con
gress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting 
the free exercise thereof." In the two 
cases decided by the Court on Monday, 
it was shown that provision had been 

s The New York Times, Apr. 25, 1963, pp. 
1,4. 

~ AP dispatch from Washington, the Dallas 
Morning News, May 14, 1963, p. 1. 
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made for dissenting students not to par
ticipate in the recitation of the Lord's 
Prayer and the reading of the Bible. 
In other words, as Justice Potter Stewart 
pointed out in his dissent, there was no 
coercion involved. 

Mr. President, tonight I will appear 
on a nationwide CBS television ~r-:>gra!ll 
on the subject of the Court decJslon m 
these two cases. I ask unanimous con
sent that at the conclusion of these re
mark a copy of the statement I will make 
on this program be printed in the REc
ORD. I also ask unanimous consent t~at 
an excellent editorial from the Evemng 
star of June 18, 1963, entitled "The 
Court Bars the Lord's Prayer" also . be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclusiOn 
of these remarks. 

There being no objection, the state
ment and editorial were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: , 
STATEMENT BY U.S. SENATOR STROM THUR-

MOND, DEMOCRAT, OF f?<>UTH CAROLINA 
- Th~ Supreme Court's decision against the 

Lord's Prayer and Bible reading constitutes 
another major triumph for the forces of 
secularism and atheism which are ber>:t on 
throwing God completely out of our nat1011;al 
life. Many people didn't believe the Court 
actually meant business on this score last 
year when it ruled out the nonsectarian 
prayer in New York. The public wa.s told 
that this prayer was only invalidated be
cause it was composed by State officials. I 
predicted, at that time, however, that this 
week's decision would ~ollow. 

The pattern of this conspiracy ~ remove 
God from our national life, as Dr. B11ly Gra
ham ha.s called it, is crystal clear. Already 
the Christmas tree is being attacked, as 
well as the singing of the national an
them with its reference in the second stanza 
to th~ national motto, "In God We Trust:• 
:All of this is being done in the name of free
dom of religion. Actually, this is designed 
to insure not freedom bf religion, but free
dom from religion. 

In this age of peril our Nation needs to 
stand for God and against atheistic commu
nism. Yet, we are told this week by the 
Court that we as a Nation must be neutral 
toward God, while last week the President 
urged our people to reexamine our attitudes 
toward the Soviets and be neutral toward 
communism by accepting the status quo. 

This decision drives another nail in the 
coffin being prepared for a free and God
fearing America by the secularists and So
cialists of the world. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 
June 18, 1963] · 

THE COURT BARS THE LoRD'S PRAYER 
The Supreme Court has spoken. Both the 

Lord's Prayer and Bible reading have been 
barred from the public schools. This comes 
not as a surprise. But in our view it is a 
shame. 

It all seems so sllly. Writing for the ma
jority, Justice Clark conjured up dreadful 
prospects if the Court should allow a prayer 
to be said in a public school. To permit 
such a thing, he argued, would depart from 
the concept of a government that must be 
neutral in religious matters. And he went 
on to say: "The breach of neutrality that is 
today a trickling stream may all too soon 
become a raging torrent." Perhaps there is 
something to be said for this as rhetoric. 
But it is nonsense when measured against 
the rise of secularism and materialism in 
this country since the Founding Fathers 
drafted the first amendment. We mention 

this because it helps a little in understanding 
what Justice Clark must have had in mind 
when he said that the application of his con
cept of neutrality requires "interpretation of 
a delicate sort." Delicate indeed. 

Justice Stewart, the lone dissenter, stated 
his understanding of what is meant by the 
first amendment's guarantee of religious 
freedom. It is a forthright statement, and 
it appeals to us. "What our Constitution 
indispensably protects," he said, is the free
dom of each of us, be he Jew or Agnostic, 
Christian or Atheist, Buddhist or Freethink
er, to believe or disbelieve, to worship or not 
worship, to pray or to keep silent, according 
to his own conscience, uncoerced and unre
strained by government." To us, this is 
quite different from saying that the Consti
tution forbids one child, who may Wish to 
do so, to recite the Lord's Prayer in a public 
school merely because· some other child, who 
does not want to pray and who is not re
quired to pray, objects. 

Also interesting were some comments by 
Justice Goldberg in a concurring opinion, in 
which Justic Harlan joined. 

Justice Goldberg, of course, agreed With 
the majority ruling. But he seemed a bit 
disturbed by Justice Clark's neutral concept. 
"Untutored devotion to the concept of neu
trality," he said, "can lead • • • to a brood
ing and pervasive devotion to the secular 
and a passive or even active, hostility 
to the religious." For our part, we think the 
court's school rulings in the area: of religion, 
although certainly not so intended, have al
ready led to a climate of passive and perhaps 
even active hostility to the religious. At 
another point, Justice Goldberg in what we 
take to be a reference to Justice Clark's 
trickling stream and raging torrent, added: 
"It 1s of course true that great consequences 
can grow fro:rn small beginnings, but the 
measure of constitutional adjudication is the 
ab111ty and willingness to distinguish be
tween re.al threat and mere shadow." 

If we may put our own interpretation on 
this, we think it is a comment which hits 
the nail squarely on the head. For in this 
ruling, and in some of those that preceded it, 
the court has done precisely what Justice 
Goldberg warned against--mistaken mere 
shadow for real threat. 

In the process God and religion have all 
but been driven from the public schools. 
What remains? Will the baccalaureate serv
ice and Christmas carols be the next to go? 
Don't bet against it. 

IS RUSSIA SOFTENING? 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 

have heard much talk within the last 2 
years to the effect that the Soviets are 
mellowing and that the winds of change 
are blowing throughout the Soviet 
Union and its Communist empire. Even 
the President has indicated as much in 
his June 10 address at American Uni
versity on the subject of foreign policy 
and test ban negotiations. 

Mr. President, the alert and informa
tive weekly publication Human Events, 
has published in its June 15, 1963, issue 
an article by a leading Socialist writer, 
-Mr. Julius Jacobson, refuting this false 
notion which seems to provid.e the ~oft 
underbelly of our no-win foreign pohcy. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that this article with the intro
ductory statement and the comment on 
Stalinism, both of which are incorpo-

-rated in the article in special boxes, be 
.printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection,. the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Is RUSSIA SOFTENING? "No," SAYS LEADING 

SociALIST WRITER 
(By Julius Jacobson) 

(In a recent speech at Tufts University in 
Massachusetts, Senator J. WILLIAM. FuL
BRIGHT, Democrat, of Arkansas, explained 
why we should attempt to coexist with Soviet 
Russia. "We should," said FuLBRIGHT, seek 
"in every way" to encourage Khrushchev to 
pursue the "moderate" course Russia has 
been folloWing since the death of Stalin. 

(In time, FuLBRl:GHT suggested, the stern 
Soviet Russia of today, under the impetus of 
Khrushchev's "reforms," will evolve into a 
benevolent, nonaggressive, op~n society. 

(How true is this thesis repeatedly espoused 
by the Fulbrights of the New Frontier? Is 
soviet society really moving toward an era 
of internal enlightenment? 

("No,'' says Julius Jacobson, editor of New 
Polltics, in the article below, condensed from 
the 1961 fall issue of his magazine. What 
makes Jacobson's remarks so interesting is 
the fact that he is an idealistic, unequivocal 
Socialist. While Human Events would never 
subScribe to Jacobson's socialism, we do feel 
he has made, in the folloWing essay, a bril
iiant analysis of Soviet society.) 

The most common misimpression created 
is that Russia is fn the process of political 
democratization. This is simply not so. In 
Russia, there has been a relaxation of terror. 
But lessening of terror and growth of democ
racy are two separate pro~itions. There 
was not a single democratic institution un
der Stalin. There is not a single democratic 
institution under Khrushchev. 

There is no right to organize a critical 
press. 

There is no right to organize political 
parties. 

There is no right to freedom of speech. 
There is no right to free elections. 
The denial of these rights is codified in 

many sections of Russian law. For exam
ple, in the statutes on "state crimes," article 
7, labeled "Anti-Soviet Agitation and Prop
aganda," outlaws: "Slanderous fabrication 
defaming the Soviet state and social system, 
or the dissemination, production or keeping 
the literature of such content for the same 
purpose." 

Obviously, any organized movement of op
position to the party line via a political 
party, press, publication, speech, etc., would 
be for the purpose of "slanderous fabrica
tion defaming the Soviet state and social 
system,'' punishable by imprisonment for 
up to 7 years or exile and banishment for 2 
to 5 years. 

There were no trade unions under Stalin. 
There are no trade unions under Khru
shchev. In Russia, there are institutions 
called trade unions with no internal de
mocracy, which exist as an integral part of 
the state. 

The simple freedom of physical movement 
is still sharply curtailed in Russia. All cit
izens are required to carry internal passports, 
and permission must be granted by the po
lice before one can change his locality. 

The campaign for Socialist legality has 
·eliminated some excesses of Stalinist terror; 
but Socialist legality under Khrushchev re
mains a brutal hoax. 

Some striking examples: 
A number of smaller Union Republics have 

introduced new legal codes which permit 
nonjudicial bodies of local citizens to exile, 
banish, and imprison those found guilty of 
a "parasitic way of life." On May 4:, 1961, 
the Presidium of the U.S.S.R.'s largest Repub
lic (the Russian Republic) joined the smaller 
republics With its decree "On intensifying 
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the struggle against persons who avoid so
cially useful work and lead a~ antisocial, 
parasitic way of life." This decree permits 
someone accused of leading an antisocial life 
to be hauled before a kangaroo court in his 
collective, enterprise, shop, or other institu
tion and, if found guilty, sentenced to exile 
and forced labor for 2 to 5 years. If this 
public sentence is approved by the district 
Soviet executive committee, it is final. There 
is no appeal. . 

These decrees provide the legal basis for 
future mass deportation to concentration 
camps. They are put into practice today 
on a relatively wide scale--how wide, this 
writer is frankly in no position to estimate. 

In Russia, the intent to commit a crime 
can be punished as though the crime had 
been committed. 

Capital punishment is prescribed for a. 
long list of crimes. 

An accused can be held incommunicado, 
legally, for a period up to 9 months. 

SOVIET LIVING CONDITIONS 
Despite improved living standards, the 

Russian people are worse off than almost any 
other people in a . modern industrial nation. 

In the 7-year plan-which is to intro
duce Russia to the lower range of the higher 
stages of communism-the average wage of 
the Russian worker is to increase by a grand 
total of 26 percent, rising from 78 to 99 
rubles a month after 5 years. In dollars, this 
is from $86 today, to $109 per month by 
196~about $25 a week for the average 
worker. Even if the percentage increase is 
doubled, tha~ would still leave the average 
weekly take home at about $30. 

Much is made of the added free social serv
ices provided for the Russian worker. 

On the other hand, what needs to be 
emphasized no less is that the worker pays 
through the nose for these free services via 
the infamous "turnover tax"-a tax on con
sumer goods added to the normal price, 
which Socialists have traditionally fought. 
Some consumer foods are taxed as high as 50 
percent of their normal selling price. 

But there have been widely touted tax re
forms in Russia. By 1965, the personal in
come tax is to be ~ompletely eliminated. 
This will mea_n . a saving of about three
fourths of 1 ruble per week for the average 
;Russian worker in a factory or an office. 
Peasants with income from private plots are 
not even granted this insignificant relief. 

But if wages are low and taxes high, at 
lea~t the Russian worker lives vtrtually 
rent free. What is 9fte~ omitted, however, 
is that the working class lives virtually 
space free as well. · 

In 1960, there were approximately 7 .square 
yards of living space for each Russian worker. 
This provided one average-sized room for 
every three people. 

By the end of 196~if the 7-year
plan quota is met--the average family in an 
industrial Russian city will not have much 
more living space than its parents had in 
1917. 

ANTI-SEMITISM ENDURES 
One of the worst outrages of the Stalin 

era was the mass persecution of the Jews. 
In the present period, Jews are not mur

dered by the regime en masse. That is cer
tainly an improvement. But the false image 
of Russia as a self-reforming system blurs the 
view of a society in which anti-Semitism has 
been raised to a thinly veiled government 
policy. Russia, today, is the most anti
Semitic of any industrial nation. 

On every internal passport, a Russian citi
zen must mark his nationality. A Georgian 
puts down "Georgian"; a Great Russian puts 
down "Russian," but a Georgian Jew or a. 
Great Russian Jew must mark down as his 
nationa.Uty-"Jew." 

The above is ail anti-Semitic act of gross 
proportions. There is also irony in it, for 

CIX--700 

the Jew who is forced to write "Jew" as his 
nationality, is deprived o! all the cultural 
rights of a nafiional people, as w~ll as of a 
cultural and religious minority. There is no 
Yiddish theater, no ·Yiddish publishing house, 
no Yiddish national organization permitted. 

PARTY-GUIDED CULTURE 
In what other country can one find a paral

lel to Khrushchev's following instructions on 
literary matters to a central committee 
plenary session: "Among the writers in our 
country are individuals who say: How can 
there be party guidance of literature? We 
tell such people: Do you mean to say, my 
dear fellow, that you do not recognize party 
guidance? What is party guidance? It is 
the • • • collective wisdom of millions. 
But one writer or another may sit at his 
co_untry house, hatching a sniveling book, yet 
want it to be recognized as an expression of 
the sentiments of • • • air the people. Is 
that not a real cult of one's own personality, 
~h_ich, you see, does not want to suffer the 
guidance of the party, expressing the will of 
millions?" 

The writer of a "sniveling book" in Khru
shchev's inspirational message on .literary 
criticism was Pasternak. Pasternak was per
mitted to live, even after he wrote "Doctor 
Zhiva,go." That ~s a reform compared to 
~hat would have occurred during the Stalin 
era. Pasternak's punishment was meted out 
posthumously by Khrushchev with his venge
ful sentencing of Mme. Olgl:lo Ivinskaya, Pas
ternak's Larisa, and her daughter, Irina, 
to a prison labor camp for 8 years and 3 y!')ars 
respectively. This is the true measure of the 
limits of reform when sniveling authors im
pinge on beloved and reforming tyrants. 

PURGES STILL ENDEMIC 
Under Stalin,. bureaucratic purges and ex

torted confessions were endemic to the sys
tem. That remains the case under Khru
shchev. 

Probably as many leading figures in the 
party, ·in government, and in the economic 
apparatus have been purged in totalitarian 
fashion in the 8 years since Stalin's death 
as in any comparable period when the Great 
Sun llluminated Russia. 

The Presidium, itself, has had several 
turnovers in personnel. And if the victims 
do not confess with the sattle degree of ab
jectness, this is not to say that the style 
and form of Russian confessions do not 
remain a distinct contribUtion to political 
psychopathology: Malenkov "could see with 
clarity [his] guilt and responsibility for the 
unsatisfa~tory state of affairs in agricul
ture." Molotov realized that his "formula
tions [ a.re] theoretically erroneous and 
politically harmful," Pervukhin grew "pro
foundly aware of [his] guilt before the 
party." 

STALINISM DEAD? 
"It is, of course, a bad thing that Stalin 

launched into deviations and mistakes which 
harmed our cause. • • • But in the • • • 
fundamental and xnain thing, I • • • 
would to goodness every Communist could 
fight as Stalin fought. The enemies of com
munism have deliberately invented the word 
'Stalinist• and are trying to make it sound 
abusive. For all of us, • • • Stalin's name 
is inseparable from Marxism-Leninism. 
Therefore, each one of us, members o! the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, strives 
to be as faithful to Marxism-Leninism • • • 
as Stalin was faithful to this cause.-Nikita 
Khrushchev, Janua-ry 17, 1957, Moscow. 

AFTER THE REFORMS 
A society without a single democratic in

stitution, without a free labor movement, 
with a populace ill-.fed, 111-housed, and ill
paid; with all the "normal" trappings of an 
abnormal society: anti-Semitism,. cultural 
barbarism, large-scale purges, bizarre con-

fessions and an antediluvian code of jus
tice--all this remains in Russia after the 
refortns. Yet: it is this frightful soolety 
that has captured the imagination of many. 

What more distressing evidence can there 
be of the decline of radical culture and the 
loss of nerve and intelligence? 

ROBERT A. TAFT: BOY AND MAN 
Mr. MUNDT. Dul'ing the course of 

the past few years many honors and 
titles have been conferred on our late 
colleague Robert A. Taft. . 

Some call him "Mr. Senator," some 
"Mr. Republican,'' and others "Mr. 
Citizen." Liberals and conservatives. 
Republicans and Democrats agree that 
Robert A. Taft was a Senator's Senator. 
His work continues to live not only in 
the laws of our land but in the splendid 
traditions of service which he espoused. 

Now from the pen of Miss Phyllis Rob
bins comes a book which I know will be 
of interest to my colleagues and to Amer
icans, no matter what their party, 
throughout the country. In her book 
"Robert A. Taft: Boy and Man" Miss 
Robbins sets down many new or little 
known facets of the character, life, and 
political convictions of our late col
league. 

Miss Robbins has based her book not 
only on voluminous research but on ex
haustive interviews with members of the 
Taft family, their friends and associates. 
She also had available many of the Taft 
letters and family photographs. She has 
used the wealth of material to give us a 
most interesting and informative book. 

Readers of this book travel with Miss 
Robbins through the formative years she 
has so aptly titled "The Making of a 
Conservative." Many of us have vivid 
recollections of many of the incidents 
in the section "The Ordeal of a Con
servative." 

I recommend this book to the atten
tion of my colleagues and to Americans 
everywhere. 

JOINT RESOLUTION OF OREGON 
LEGISLATURE 

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
for myself and my colleague, the senior 
Senator from Oregon [Mr.- MoRSEl. I 
wish to present House Joint Memorial 26, 
adopted by the 52d Legislative Assembly 
of Oregon. 

The memorial urges appropriation of 
funds for construction of access roads 
into a scenic recreation section of the 
Deschutes River area. 

I ask consent that the text of the 
memorial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

HousE JoiNT MEMORIAL 26 
To the Honorable Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of 
America, in Congress Assembled: 
We, your memorialists, the 52d Legislative 

Assembly of the State of Oregon, in legisla
tive session assembled, most respectfully 
represent as follows: 

Whereas the lower 100 miles of the Des
chutes .River, one of Oregon's top fishing 
streams, is accommodated with limited pub
lic access; and 
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Whereas the Bureau of Land Management, 

Department of the Interior, administers 
approx~mately 35,000 _acres of public domain 
along this section of the river; and 

Whereas access to these public lands would 
provide the Bureau of Land Management 
access for administrative purposes, public 
access for fishing, and recreational uses; and 

Whereas a 1959 resolution of the Oregon 
State Water Resources Board states the 
maximum beneficial use of the waters in 
this part of the river is for "recreation, fish 
and wildlife purposes, and no appropriation 
of water in this area shall be permitted ex
cept for domestic, livestock, recreation, fish 
and wildlife uses"; and 

Whereas fishing in this stream is of na
tional fame and would accommodate citizens 
from outside the State as well as local sports
men: now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Legislative Assembly of 
the State of Oregon: 

1. The Congress of the United States is 
urged to provide for appropriation to the 
u.s. Bureau of Land Management of an ade
quate sum of money to construct access 
roads to and through its lands bordering 
this section of the Deschutes River and to 
maintain a portion of this area available to 
the public in a relatively wild and wilder
ness State free of roads and motor vehicular 
access. 

(2) The secretary of state shall send a 
copy of this memorial to the President and 
Vice President of the United States and to 
each Member of the Oregon congressional 
delegation. 

Adopted by house May 3, 1963. Readopted 
by house May 23, 1963. 

CEciL L. EDWARDS, 
Chief Clerk of House. 

CLARENCE BARTON, 
. Speaker of the House. 

Adopted by Senate May 22, 1963. 
BEN MUSA, 
President of the Senate. 

RESOLUTION OF NEW YORK STATE 
BAR ASSOCIATION 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask un
animous consent to have printed in the 
body of the RECORD a resolution, adopted 
by the New York State Bar Association, 
at its recent summer meeting at the 
Hotel Concord, on Kiamesha Lake, N.Y., 
relating to the representation of persons 
accused of crime, who are unable or are 
without means to represent themselves 
in trials. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Whereas the New York State Bar Associa
tion has on previous occasions endorsed leg
islation to provide counsel for indigent per
sons accused of crime in the criminal courts 
of our State: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That this association acting 
through its executive committee endorses 
the proposed Criminal Justice Act of 1963 
now pending in Congress to insure repre
sentation by counsel of indigent defendants 
accused of crime in the U.S. district courts; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That all local bar associations of 
our State are urged to give serious consid
eration to improving the provisions made in 
their respective jurisdictions for representa
tion by counsel of all persons accused of 
crime who do not have the means to retain 
a private attorney. 

THE GEORGIA COUNTY CASE OF 1963 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, Mr. 

Charles J. Bloch, of Macon, Ga., is one of 

. the most distinguished trial lawyers in 
America, and, in my judgment, has no 
superior and very few, if any, equals as 
a constitutional lawyer. He is author of 
an article appearing in the May 1963 
Georgia Bar Journal, concerning Gray 
against Sanders, the Georgia County 
unit case of 1963, which bears reading by 
every Member of this body. This case 
is a vivid example of repudiation of legal 
precedent--a case which overruled four 
previous contrary decisions, the latest in 
1958. Mr. Bloch shows the implications 
of a government of men instead of laws 
in abrogating the rights of States to con
trol their own primary elections systems. 
As author of a major work on State's 
rights and federalism, "The Law of the 
Land," Mr. Bloch writes with rare com
petence. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE GEORGIA COUNTY UNIT CASE OF 1963 
(Gray v. Sanders, 31 L.W. 4825, - U.S. -] 
(By Charles J. Bloch, of the Macon bar, edi

tor, Georgia Bar Journal) 
Lawyers of Georgia, and others, who may 

still be laboring under the delusion that ours 
is a government of laws not of men, should 
read the opinion of Justice Douglas and the 
dissenting opinion of Justice Harlan in the 
Georgia County Unit case 1 decided March 18, 
1963. 

The Georgia statute which was reviewed 
is colloquially known as the Neill Primary 
Act. It was originally adopted in 1917. As 
codified,2 it commences: "Whenever any po
litical party shall hold primary elections for 

· nomination of candidates." 
The key words are "political party"; 

"primary"; "nomination"; "candidates." 
The law applied only to primaries in which 

political parties nominated candidates for 
offices to be elected subsequently. 

Judge Samuel H. Sibley, writing for the 
court in Chapman v. King, 154 F. 2d 460, 
462, discussed the statute, gave the history of 
party primary elections, and succinctly said 
of them: "The primaries do not and cannot 
elect anyone to office" (p. 462). 

Despite the fact that the statute was used 
exclusively for the nomination or candidates 
for offices subsequently to be elected, Justice 
Douglas treated the statute as if it were used 
in :the election of officers. In applying the 
shibboleth "one person, one vote," he ignored 
the fun dam en tal fact that no one in Georgia 
was elected under the county unit system. 
He quoted from Judge Sibley's opinion in 
Chapman v. King, but he neglected to men
tion the care with which Judge Sibley metic
ulously demonstrated that primaries do not 
elect. On the contrary, he treated the pri
maries as if they were statewide elections. 
Throughout the opinion he uses the phrase, 
"statewide election." Says he, "Georgia gives 
every qualified voter one vote in a statewide 
election; but in counting those votes she em
ploys the county unit system which in end 
result weights the rural vote more heavily 
than the urban vote and weights some small 
rural counties heavier than other larger rural 
counties." 

On and on he goes, making no distinction 
between real elections and nominating pri
maries, until he seems forced to say some
thing in recognition of the facts. So he says: 
"And these rights must be recognized in any 
preliminary election that in fact determines 
the true weight a vote will have. See United 

1 Gray v. Sanders, 31 U.S. L.W. 4285. 
' ~ Georgia Code,, sees. 34-3212, et seq. 

States v. Classic, supra; • • • The concept 
of. political equality in ·the voting bOoth 
c~ntained in the 15th a~endment (sic) ex
tends to all phases of State elections."~,. 

He seems to overlook that in the . very 
Classic case 3 which he cites, he (along with 
Justices Black and Murphy) had dissented 
from the views of the four who constituted 
the majority. Under consideration there was 
section 19 of the Criminal Code which con
demned as a criminal offense any conspiracy 
to injure a citizen in the . exercise "of any 
right or privilege secured to him by the Con
stitution or laws of the United States."" 

Said Justice Douglas in his dissent: "So I 
agree wi-th most of the views expressed in 
the opinion of the Court. And it is with 
diffidence that I dissent from the result there 
reached. The disagreement centers on the 
meaning of section 19 of the Criminal Code, 
which protects every right secured by the 
Constitution. The right to vote at a final 
congressional election and the right to have 
one's vote counted in such an election have 
been held to be protected by section 19 • • * 
citing cases • • • Yet I do not think that 
the principles of those cases should be, or 
properly can be, extended to primary elec
tions." 5 

Now, though, he abolishes ·an distinctions 
between final and primary elections. The 
abolition perhaps stems from his application 
to the case of the 15th amendment, which 
only provides: "The right of citizens of the 
United States to vote shall not be denied or 
abridged by the United States or by any State 
on account of race, color, or previous con
dition of servitude." 

Is any voter's right to vote in a primary 
conducted under the county unit system 
abridged or denied on account of race, color, 
or previous condition of servitude? In such 
primaries, the vote of the white voter has 
just the same weight as that of the Negro 
voter. Where does the 15th amendment 
come into play? · 

Further in the Classic case, recognizing the 
legal difference between elections and pri
maries, Justice Douglas had said: "For the 
failure to count votes cast at a primary has 
by the same token only i:m indirect effect on 
the voting at the general election." o And: 
"In absence of specific co_ngressional action 
we should assume that Congress has left·the 
control of primaries and nominating conven
tions to the States. • • *" 7 

When and where did Congress remove that 
control to itself or to the Federal courts? 

And, do I hear one say: "Oh, you're try
ing to distinguish between tweedledum and 
tweedledee-you know that nomination in 
primaries in Georgia has been the equivalent 
of election. Judge Sibley exploded that 
myth in Chapman against King, supra. But, 
more important here, perhaps, when Justice 
Douglas was writing in the Classic case in 
1941, he thought the distinction a valid one.s 

The only dissenter was Justice Harlan. 
An examination of his dissent demonstrates 
how ours has become a government of men, 
not of laws. Wrote he: "Preliminarily, it is 
symptomatic of the swift pace of current 
constitutional adjudication that the major
ity opinion should have failed to mention 
any of the four occasions on which Georgia's 
county unit system has previously been un
successfu~ly challenged in this court. Cook 
against Fortson, decideq with Turman v. 
Duckworth, 329 U.S. 675 (1946); South v . 
Peters, 339 U.S. 276 (1950); Cox v. Peters, 342 
u.s. 936 (1952); and Hartsfield v. Sloan, 357 
U.S. 916 (1958). It is true that none of these 

~" 31 L.W. at p. 4288. 
3 313 u.s. 299. 
"Op. cit., p. 309. 
GOp. cit., pp. 330-331. 
e Op. cit., p. 333. 
1 Op. cit., p. 337. 
8 313 u _s , at p. 341. 
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ca~es reached the stage of full plenary con
sideration, but, in Ught of the judicial his
tory recounted by Mr . .Justice Frankturter in 
his dissenting opinion in Baker •· Ca", 
supra, at 266, 278, et seq. only the guileless 
could fail to recognize that the prevailing 
v_Iew then was that the validity of this 
county unit system was not open to serious 
constitutional doubt. This estimate oi the 
earlier situation is highllghted by the dis
senting oplnion of .Justices Black and Doug
las in SO'Uth v. Peters, supra, at 277, in which 
they unsuccessfully espoused the very views 
which now become the law. Presumably my 
two brothers also reftected these same views 
in noting their dissents in the Cox and 
Hartsfield cases. See also Cook against 
Fortson, etc., supra, in which Mr. Justice 
Black also noted his dissent. But even if 
the Court's present sllence about these cases 
can be deemed justified on the premise that 
their summary disposition can be satisfac
torily accounted for on grounds not involv
ing the merits, I consider today's decision 
not supportable." e 

It does not require exegesis to demonstrate 
that those "views which now become the 
law" prove that ours is now a Government, 
not of laws, but of men. 

The law has not change since Cook v. 
Fortson was decided with Turman v. Duck
worth. in 1946. Men who are charged in the 
Constitution with declaring and constru
ing the law have. 

In 1946, the Court was composed of Chief 
Justice Vinson, and Associate Justices Black, 
Reed, Frankfurter, Douglas, Murphy, Jack
son, Rutledge, and Burton. Appeals seek
ing to invalidate Georgia's county unit sys
tem were dismissed. Of those who remained 
on the Court March 18, 1963, only Justice 
Black was even of the opinion that probable 
jurisdiction should have been noted. 

South v. Peters, supra, was decided Aprll 
17, 1950. The Court then was composed of 
Chief Justice Vinson, Associate Justices 
Black, Reed, Frankfurter, Douglas, Jackson, 
Burton, Clark, and Minton. In that case, 
again, appeals seeking to Invalidate Geor• 
gia's county unit system were dismissed with 
a per curiam opinion (339 U.S. 276). Of the 
nine on the Court in 1950, which Included 
only Justices Black, Douglas, and Clark of 
the present Court, only Justices Black and 
Douglas dissented with the dissenting opin
ion written by Justice Douglas. That dis
senting opinion clearly demonstrates that 
the real basis of their dissent was their be
lief that the purpose of the county unit 
system was to abridge the voting rights of 
Negroes. 

They completely overlooked or ignored the 
fact, pointed out by the majority of the 
Court, that "Although this particular statute 
was enacted in 1917, the county unit has 
been basic in the State electoral scheme 
since Georgia's first constitution in 1777." 

In 1777, the law of the land was that 
slavery was legal so there was no need of 
Georgia's adopting a county unit system to 
avoid or dilute or abridge the right of the 
Negroes to vote. They had no such right. 
They were not even citizens. 

When, 140 years later, "this particular 
statute was enacted in 1917," the "law of the 
land" as then, and for almost 20 years 
thereafter, declared by the Supreme Court, 
was that Democratic white primaries were 
perfectly legal. There was no need of Geor
gia's enacting this statute in order to affect 
the Negroes' right to vote in a white pri
mary conducted under the statute for the 
law of the land as declared as late as 1935 
in Grovey v. Townsend, 295 U.S. 45, per
mitted the exclusion of Negroes from partic
ipating in primaries. The "law of the land" 
as declared then and until it was changed 
by the Court in 1943, was that the exclu
sion of Negroes from primary election under 

u 31 L.W. 4289. 

resolution of Texas State Democratic con
vention limiting · membership in party to 
white citizens was not violative of the Fed
eral Constitution as in effect denying the 
Negro the right to vote at general election, 
though it appeared that in Texas at that 
time nomination by the Democratic Party 
was equivalent to election. 

Why should Georgia have been enacting 
statutes to abridge the right of a Negro to 
vote in a primary when without dissent the 
Supreme Court was holding that the Dem
ocratic Party could confine its membership 
to white people? The court which so held 
in 1935-18 years after the enactment of 
the Neill primary law-was composed of 
Chief Justice Hughes, and Associate Justices 
VanDevantre, McReynolds, Brandeis, Suther
land, Butler, Stone, Roberts, and Cardozo. 

Justice Douglas commenced his dissent in 
SO'Uth v. Peters in a sarcastic vein: "I sup
pose that if a State reduced the vote of 
Negroes, Catholics, or Jews so that each got 
only one-tenth of a vote, we would strike 
the law down." 

The Court which in 1935 upheld the Dem
ocratic white primary had among its mem
bers at least one Catholic, and two Jews. 

Cox v. Peters, supra, was decided March 
3, 1952, rehearing denied April 7, 1952. 

The Supreme Court of Georgia had de
cided in that case 1o that a party primary 
held under Georgia Code, section 34-3212 
"merely chooses candidates or nominees of 
a political party to be submitted to the en
tire electorate in the general election, and 
is not an 'election' within the meaning of 
that term as used in the statutory and con
stitutional provisions of Georgia conferring 
upon its citizens the right to vote in an 
election." 

There was an appeal to the Supreme Court 
of the United States. A motion to dismiss 
the appeal was granted and the appeal dis
missed :tor want of a substantial Federal 
question. 

That was just 11 years ago. Only Justices 
Black and Douglas were of the opinion that 
probable jurisdiction should have been 
noted. 

The other members of the Court, Chief 
Justice Vinson, and Associate Justices Reed, 
Frankfurter, Jackson, Burton, Clark, and 
Minton deemed the question not to be a 
Federal one. 

Time marched on. Judicial careers ended. 
There was no change in the organic law nor 
in the Georgia statute. 

By June 16, 1958, the personnel of the 
Court had changed somewhat. Justices 
Black, Douglas, Frankfurter, Burton, and 
Clark remained of the Court of the spring 
of 1952. Chief Justice Warren had succeeded 
Chief Justice Vinson. Associate Justices 
Brennan, Whittaker, and Harlan had been 
appointed. 

On that day, just 5 years ago, with Chief 
Justice Warren and Justice Brennan along 
with Justices Black and Douglas, not agree
ing, the Court refused to permit this flllng of 
a petition for the writ of mandamus seeking 
to compel the convening of a three-Judge 
Court to decide the same question which 
the Supreme Court had held not to be a 
Federal one.1oa 

But when Baker v. Carr was decided in the 
spring of 1962, that was the kickoff whistle 
which opponents of the county unit system 
were awaiting. As soon as that whistle blew, 
they "kicked off" by :fUing another suit rais
ing the same old question. 

Chief Justice Warren, and Associate Jus
tices Black, Douglas, Brennan and Harlan 
were still on the Court when the question 
again came before lt. Justices Frankfurter 
and Burton had retired; so had Justice Whit
taker of the 1958 Court. 

10 208· Georgia 498; 67 S.E. 2d 579. 
1oa Hartsfield v. Sloan, 357 U.S. 916. 

So on March 18, 1963, there was a new 
declaration of the "law of the land." What 
had not been a .. Federal question" in 1946, 
1950, 1952, and 1958, became one. The con
version occurred not because the Federal 
Constitution had been changed nor because 
of any change in the Georgia statute. The 
conversion occurred merely because men had 
become .Justices who had the same views as 
had Justices Black and Douglas, and because 
Justice Clark joined with the novitiates to 
make a majority of eight against the lone 
adherent to the previoUs declaration of the 
law of the land--Justice Harlan. 

Yet we are told: "This is a government of 
laws not of men." 

This is not an effort to restore the county 
unit system. Its restoration will not come as 
the result of any reversal of the recent Su
preme Court decision. This article has no 
such futile purpose. 

It has quite other purposes. 
Almost a century ago a. Court composed 

of Chief Justice Chase, and Associate Justices 
Wayne, Nelson, Grier, ClUford. Swayne, :M1llerJ 
and Field made a solemn pronouncement. Ii 
was one which we thought was a guide and 
rule of conduct for bench and bar. 

"Legislatures may alter or change their 
laws, without Injury, as they affect the future 
only, but where courts vacillate and overrule 
their own decisions on the construction of 
statutes affecting the title to real property, 
their decisions are retrospective and may 
affect titles purchased on the faith of their 
stability. Doubtful questions on subjects of 
this nature, when once decided, should be 
considered no longer doubtful or subject to 
change. Parties should not be encouraged to 
speculate on a change of the law when the 
administrators of it is (sic) changed. Courts 
ought not to be compelled to bear the infiic
tion of repeated arguments by obstinate liti
gants, challenging the justice of their well 
considered and solemn judgments." u 

Certainly, the validity of a political sys
tem, originating in 1777, prior to the adop
tion of the Federal Constitution, repeatedly 
declared valid so far as the Federal Govern
ment was concerned, is a subject of this 
nature-one which ought not to be subject to 
the changing ideas of a changing court. 

One of our purposes, therefore, is to ex
press a wonder whether that rule of conduct 
solemnly pronounced by the court for the 
guidance and conduct of the bar and the 
court has been changed. If so, will the 
"law of the land" become chameleon-like, 
shifting to and fro with the pendulums of the 
times? 

Another purpose is to warn that under a 
government of men, not of laws, no rights 
of person or property are secure. If without 
a change in the supreme law of the land, 
without any amendment or repeal by a legis
lative body, the "law" in one respect may be 
changed by five men, why may it not be so 
changed in all respects? 

Another purpose is to express the hope 
that the body which has power to recon
vert ours into a government of laws will be
come sufficiently aware of our domestic dan
ger to exercise its power. The Supreme 
Court of the United States is "supreme" only 
in the sense that it is made so by the Consti
tution of the United States. 

There must, under the Constitution of the 
United States, be a Supreme Court. In all 
cases affecting ambassadors, other public 
mlnisters and consuls, and those in which a 
State shall be a party, that Court has original 
jurisdiction. In all the "other cases" of 
which the Federal judiciary is given jurisdic
tion, the Supreme Court has appellate juris
diction, "with such exceptlonJ and under 
such regulations as the Congress shall make." 

1t Mi11.nesota Co. v. N at i onal Compan y , 3 
Wallace 332, 334 ( 1865) . 
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If the Congress-the Senate and the House 

of Representatives--sits silently by, and per
mits this constant, evergrowing usurpation 
of power by the Supreme Court, there will 
come a day when there will be no Congress, 
except such a one as conforms to the ideas 
of those who compose the Court. 

If the States of the Union sit silently by 
and permit their Senators and Representa
tives to ignore this constant, ever growing 
usurpation of power by the Supreme Court, 
there will come a day when the States will 
be powerless to exercise any function of 
government, except such as conforms to the 
views of those who compose the Court. 

Already the Court has assumed complete 
jurisdiction over the schools and courts of 
the States. Now it threatens all of the proc
esses by which a State nominates those who 
administer its government. For if the rule 
announced in the county unit case-"one 
voter, one vote"-is sound, and to be fol
lowed, what will become of the laws of those 
States which do not nominate their officers 
in primaries, but still have nominating con
ventions? Will such conventions now be 
abOlished, and all States, counties, and mu
nicipalities be compelled to nominate all of 
their officers in primaries under the "one 
voter, one vote" system? Will the Court 
dictate the qualifications of those who may 
vote in such primaries? 

Already. too, the Court has begun to as
sume jurisdiction over the composition of 
the legislative bodies of the States. 

How long will it be before the people of 
the States of this Union-lawyers and lay
men-awake to the danger which confronts 
their constitutional government? 

THE RIGHTS OF PROPERTY 
OWNERS 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the 
Washington Evening Star reported in its 
issue of June 6, 1963, an o:tncial state
ment of the National Association of Real 
Estate Boards which calls attention to 
the erosion of private property rights to
day in the United States. 

This statement explains how the basic 
rights guaranteed by the Constitution 
apply to property owners. The cherished 
right of all Americans to hold and dis
pose of property as they see fit is being 
undermined by those who seek to im
pose extensive Government restrictions 
on that right. This effort is justified by 
claiming that adequate housing for a 
minority group can only be achieved 
by depriving all Americans of their 
property rights. It is not compatible 
with our system of government that the 
rights of all should be destroyed in order 
to grant special privileges to special 
groups. 

Property rights are a cherished part 
of the American heritage. The National 
Association of Real Estate Boards has 
stated correctly that "loss of these rights 
diminishes personal freedom and creates 
a springboard for further erosion of 
liberty." 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REALTORS ATTACK UNITED STATES ON HOUSING 

BIAS BAN-NATIONAL UNrr SEES VIOLATION 
OF PROPERTY OWNERS' RIGHTS 

The National Association of Real Estate 
Boards called today for a halt to what it 

termed "governmental interference" in the 
sale and rental of housing. 

In its first official statement related to 
Government moves to bar racial discrimina
tion in housing, the board of directors of the 
73,000-member group said: 

"Today, the rights and freedoms of the 
individual American property owner are be
ing eroded. This endangers the rights and 
freedoms of all Americans. It is self-evident 
that the erosion of these freedoins will de
stroy the free enterprising individual Ameri
can." 

BILL OF RIGHTS 

President Daniel F. Sheehan, of St. Louis, 
announced adoption of the group's major 
policy statement at a just-completed direc
tors' meeting in Chicago. Called the "Prop
erty Owners' Bill of Rights," it states: 

"It is our solemn belief that the individual 
American property owner, regardless of race, 
color, or creed, must be allowed, under law. 
to retain: 

"1. The right of privacy. 
"2. The right to choose his. own friends. 
"3. The right . to own and enjoy property 

according to his own dictates. 
"4. The right to occupy and dispose of 

property without governmental interference 
in accordance with the dictates of his 
conscience. 

"5. The right of all equally to enjoy 
property without interference giving special 
privilege to any group or groups. 

"6. The right to maintain what, in his 
opinion, are congenial surroundings for ten
ants. 

"7. The right to contract with a real estate 
broker or other representative of his choice 
and to authorize him to act for him accord
ing to his instructions. 

"8. The right to determine the accept
ability and desirability of any prospective 
buyer or tenant of his property. 

"9. The right of every American to choose 
who in his opinion are congenial tenants in 
any property he owns-to maintain the 
stability and security of his income. 

"10. The right to enjoy the freedom to ac
cept, reject, negotiate, or not .negotiate with 
others." · 

PHILIPPINE AMBASSADOR MUTUC 
DELIVERS STIRRING PHU..,IPPINE 
INDEPENDENCE DAY MESSAGE 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

the great progress being made in the 
Philippines under the fine leadership of 
President Macapagal is deeply gratify
ing, and I am sure my fellow country
men are well aware of its significance 
to the free world. 

The Honorable Amelite R. Mutuc, 
Philippine Ambassador to the United 
States, broadcast a moving and eloquent 
address by the Voice of America i11 com
memoration of Philippines Independence 
Day, June 12, 1963. The long friendship 
between the Philippine and American 
peoples is known worldwide. Both be
lieve in and :fight for democracy. -

In his speech, Ambassador Mutuc dis
cussed the development, the problems, 
and the high goals of his country and 
its administration. It is a highly in
formative and interesting speech. All 
Americans will be interested in his stir
ring address, and I ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MESSAGE OJ' THE HONORABLE AMELITO R. 

MUTUC, AMBASSADOR OF THE PHILIPPINES, TO 
THE UNITED STATES, ON THE OcCASION OF 
PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE DAY, JUNE 12, 
1963, BROADCAST BY THE VOICE OF AMERICA 
TO THE PHILIPPINES 

It is with a sense of profound gratification 
and a feeling of joy and hope that we observe 
Philippine Independence Day this year. 

To those of us who are so far away from 
home, Filipinos living as far west as Guam, 
or as far north as Vancouver and Chicago, 
or as far south as New Orleans, and as far 
east as New York and Washington, an 

. independence day celebration always . has a 
deeper significance and a warmer meaning. 

Those of us who are fortunate in being a 
part of the new administration in the Philip
pines are pleased that today there is recog
nition, at home and abroad, as the "dynamic 
year-and-a-half administration" of President 
Macapagal. 

In his state of the nation address early 
this year, President Macapagallisted the con
crete measures taken and enumerated the 
first tangible results of his program in re
gard to the moral regeneration of the people 
and the faster rate of economic growth of the 
country. 

The performance of his administration 
matches the promise he made in January 
1962 eliciting the evaluation by foreign ob
servers, including the American press, that 
the Philippines has accomplished the first 
phase of the socioeconomic development 
program to make full use of Philippine ma
terial potentialities. There is now evident 
an atmosphere of confidence among Filipino 
and foreign business executives, industrial 
leaders, bankers, and investors-confidence in 
President Macapagal and his administration, 
confidence in the future; and above all, faith 
and confidence in themselves. 

It is equally clear that many Filipinos, 
recognizing the intense reformist zeal of 
the new leadership in the Philippines, and 
aware of the implications of the 5-year inte
grated socioeconomic development program, 
look with high justifiable hopes for "the 
good life, which is the rightful heritage of 
all mankind." 

Gratified then by what has been accom
plished, we are now hopeful that we can 
achieve a steady, self-sustaining growth, and 
at the same time safeguard the value of in
dividual freedom and enhance human dig
nity. 

The marginal, and sometimes, submargin
al lives of Filipinos as reflected in inadequate 
housing, food, and shelter, are compounded 
by a rapid growth in our population. 

It is the recognition of this overriding fact, 
a fact prevailing in other countries of the 
world, that has made the 5-year socioeco
nomic development program a vital factor 
in our national life and economy .. In this 
regard, in the comparatively short period of 
1% years, President Macapagal has accom
plished the following: 

1. The most disturbing elements deterring 
our paramount objectives have been re
moved. The foreign exchange control sys
tem, which was the main breeding ground 
of graft and corruption, has been abolished . 
This was followed by the prosecution of those 
who have "utilized organized political power 
to build business empires, and vice versa; 
misused public trust to amass wealth; per
petrated smuggling, committed overpricing;" 
and "labor leaders who have exploited their 
followers for selfish purposes." 

2. Price levels have been stabilized. This 
is particularly true in the case of rice and 
corn which are the staple food of our people. 
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Ac9or.ding to an Associated Press survey late 
last year, prices in the Philippines are second 
to the lowest in the world. 

3. These price levels have been accom
panied by the rise in Income in ·the public · 
sector and the Increase in wages in private 
enterprise. 

4. Philippine export receipts increased by 
$103 million over the previous year, while 
the import blll decreased by $72 million. 

5. Philippine internati9~al r~serves grew 
from a level of $103 million at the beginning 
of 1962 to $140 million at year's end. 

6. AgricultUral production increased by 7.1 
percent for al.l :(ood crops. 

7. Industrial production for .the first 6 
mpnths ~:J;11963 increased by 7.3 percent. 

The stability of the exchange . rate con
tinues and together.with fiscal discipline ex
ercised py the Government, public spending 
hM been kept to the minimum and revenue 
collections have been increased. 

The pattern .of these figures-impersonal 
and dry 9r5 th~y may appear-reveals that the 
magnitude of the responsibilities which, a 
year and a half ago appeared insurmount
able, has been lessened substantially. 

As the Philippines moves with confidence 
into the decade of the sixties, it is now clear 
that it is engaged in a peaceful revolution of 
economic. growth that compels greater pro
ductivity and savings; that it is in the midst 
of fulfilling the basic requirements of mod
ernization: better farming, more production, 
the building of roads, the establishment of 
power utlllties, transportation, and public 
communication facilities. 

Our people fully realize that in this move
ment there are prerequisites, which impel a 
sense of dedication and greater effort. 

That is why under the emergency employ
ment admi~istration, the blueprint for a $15 
mllllon fishery development project is being 
planned; tl}e program of agriculture exten
sion intensified; ;md with th~ cooperation of 
the national resettlement and rehabilitation 
administration, 12 projects for resettlement 
and construction of feeder roads are now un
derway; intensive work in forest conserva
tion and reforestation is being undertaken; 
and the tralnlng and recrl!itment of the nec
essary labor for handicraft industries being 
done with the collaboration of the national 
cottage industries administration. 

The construction of multistory tenement 
projects has started in Manila's most impov
erished district, which will be followed by 
the construction of simllar projects in 
Philippine Provinces. 

At the same time, the Government and the 
Textile Mills Association have embarked on 
a program to produce and distribute the 
low cost, durable cotton material, the "Pag
asa" cloth, for our people. 

The department of education has formu
lated policies and implemented measures to 
improve the quality of instruction and 
strengthen the curriculum in all levels of 
instruction. 

The department of health has contained 
the El Tor epidemic and controlled the 
threat of smallpox. As part of its public 
health program, it established additional 
rural health units and completed 31 
hospitals. 

Attention has been paid to the blind and 
other physically handicapped citizens by the 
social welfare administration when it con
structed the Regional Vocational Training 
Center. 

Industrial peace prevails in the country, 
the disputes between labor and management 
having been reduced by 17 percent in 1962, 
a figure. twice less than that ·for 1961. 

A drastic modification in the plans of the 
Philippine armed forces was effected so as to 
make itS activities more responsive to actual 
conditions such as the modernization of 
equipment and weapons, the creation of task 
forces to carry out peace and order and wage 
campaigns against internal disturbances. 

The most . significant developments in 
Philippine foreign affair_s include the main
tenance of relentless vigilance in combating 
the infiltration of. eommunism in vital sec
tors M the ·GOvernment and Phiiippine 
society; the institution ·of administrative re
forms, which have resulted in safeguarding 
and enhanch.:ig the career service; closer 
relations with other countries; the ' filing of 
the Philippine claim of sovereignty, juris
diction, and proprietary ownership over 
North Borne-O; and the contin'uance of close 
Philippine-American relations. Never has 
this relationship been closest than now, 
President Macapagal has said. The Ameri
can Government has shown its willingness 
to assist the Philippines in every practical: 
way: the U.S. Congress has just enacted laws 
extending hospitalization benefits and other 
privileges to Filipino veterans; the Philip
pine war damage bill appropriation of $73 
mlllion was approved last year and although 
there is some movement afoot to cure cer
tain alleged misdeeds connected with its 
enactment I am sure that the Congress will 
treat this matter with its usual sense of 
fairness and justice. The U.S. Agency for 
International Development, the Inter
national Monetary Fund, the World Bank, 
the International Finance Corporation, the 
Export-Import Bank, and even many private 
American banks are more than ready and 
willing to extend loans and investments to 
Philippine projects. 

The interest in Philippine economic devel
opment is not confined to the United States. 
Other businessmen, bankers, and investors 
in Europe and in Asia, are now exploring the 
investment opportunities in the Philippines. 

This perfectly fits into the desire of our Re
public to welcome foreign capital because 
domestic capital is inadequate to sustain the 
economic enterprises needed for expansion 
and for progress. 

That these things have come to pass are 
due to the zeal, selfiessness, and dedication of 
the present leadership in our country; to the 
cooperation, and energies of our people; and 
to the understanding engendered among the 
peoples of other nations, which share our 
political persuasion, and our economic as
pirations. 

It is in line with this direction in Philip
pine affairs that recently as the representa
tive of our Government in the United States, 
I convoked the First Philippine Foreign 
Service Regional Conference in North Amer
ica. 

That conference examined with care and 
admirable diligence the workings of the 
Philippine Foreign Service in a changing 
world, and laid particular emphasis on how 
best the service could help implement the 5-
year socioeconomic development program. 

Since assuming my post in the American 
Capital, I have been fortunate in having 
been able to project the image of the Philip
pines and detailed some of .the most impor
tant characteristics of Philippine condi
tions. That many Americans, in the public 
sector, and in private, have expressed a wish 
to go to the Philippines and assist us in giv
ing hope and shape to our national economy, 
is, to me, a singular source of satisfaction. 

I am one of those who deeply believe that 
there are certain special disloca tiona in our 
time, which give us neither security nor sol
ace. The first rests on the discovery of the 
secret of the atom, which can lead into one 
of two directions: limitless energy harnessed 
in the interest of peace or searing energy, 
which if uncontrolled can reduce the world to 
cinders and mankind to dust. The second 
revolves around the confiict between two 
power systems: the Communist system with 
its relentless thrust toward world domina
tion; the free, open society, which stands for 
a climate of freedom under which the liber
ties and the dignity of individuals, can 
fiourish. 

I believe that the Philippines, as a middle
size<:! state, can contribute to universal peace 
and progress because as has been aptly re
marked, it believes in the "interdependence 
of nations and the integration of humanity." 

This belief, which of course, is not new, 
was dramatized recently when Pope Johri 
XXIII died and the · world, mourning his 
death, remembers with · gratitude and ad
miration, his two great encyclicals, the ~'Ma
ter et Magistra" and· the "Pacem in Terris." 
These pronouncements stressed the obliga
tions of individual societies to their under
privileged members, the poor, the disin
herited, the displaced; the responsibility of 
aftluent nations to the less fortunate; and the 
urgency of close cooperation between rich 
and poor countries, Sl,lCh cooperation to be 
effected "with the greatest respect for the 
liberty of the countries being developed." 

It is within this perspective, then, that 
as I deliver these remarks from Washington, 
D.C., for rebroadcast to the Philippines, I am 
hopeful that all our friends in this country 
and in other nations will extend to us their 
friendship, understanding and guidance for 
the importance of June 12, in the words of 
President Macapagal, "demands that it be 
observed with fitting ceremonies to the end 
that it will be cherished forever in the hearts 
of the Filipino people and inspire them and 
posterity to greater dedication and endeavor 
for the welfare of the country and well-being 
of mankind." 

WORLD HUNGER 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the 

lead article in the June 17 issue of News
week magazine is an excellent statement 
of the problem of world hunger. It re
lates directly to many of the themes that 
have been discussed during the past 2 
weeks at the World Food Congress in our 
Capital, which adjourned yesterday. 
The article makes the following an·est
ing statements: 

Ev~ry day of this week some 10,000 people 
will die of malnutrition or starvation. In 
India alone 50 million children will die of 
malnutrition in the next 10 years. More 
than half the world's 3 billion people live in 
perpetual hunger. 

Mr. President, the people of the United 
States are attempting to attack this 
problem on two broad fronts. First of aU 
through our unilateral food for peace 
program we are contributing approxi
mately $2 billion worth of agricultural 
commodities to the food deficit nations 
of the world each year. Secondly, 
through our participation in the United 
Nations Food and Agriculture Organiza
tion, we have joined in an effort to raise 
agricultural production in the develop
ing countries of Asia, Africa, Latin Amer
ica, and the Middle East. 

I ask unanimous consent that the su
perb story from Newsweek magazine re
ferred to above and an article appear
ing in today's Washington Post relative 
to the World Food Congress with a clos
ing statement by Dr. B. R. Sen, Director 
General of FAO, be included at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the story, 
article, and statement were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From Newsweek magazine, June 17,_ 1963] 
HUNGER ROUND THE WORLD-10,000 DIE EVERY 

DAY 

First the belly swells. Then the hair turns 
gray and the skin cracks crazily. After a 
while the victim dies in mute misery-and 
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since the victim is always a child his fate 
seems that much crueler. In Africa the peo
ple can it kwashlorkol'-"the disease the old. 
baby gets when the new baby comes," because 
then there is no mother's milk and hardly any 
protein for the child. And when there is 
drought, too, as there now is in the •'black 
reserve" of South Africa's Transvaal, things 
get even worse. 'I'herer the crops of Kaffir 
corn. maize, and peanuts have been killed 
and more than 100,000 Venda tribesmen are 
ravaged by hunger. 

High in the Peruvian Andes, Angel Pardo 
hoes. a tiny plot of camotes (sweetpotatoes). 
In his cheek swells a wad of cocoa leaf dipped 
in lime juice, to dull his hunger pangs and 
his senses. A hundred miles away, in the 
capital, Lima, his 3-year-old son, Roberto, 
eyes staring from a sunkell face, lies quietly 
in an iron bed in the Hospital del Nino-one 
of the 11,000 starving children that the hos
pital treats each year. If he's lucky, Roberto 
will walk out of the hospital on wobbly legs, 
with a 50-50 chance of living to be 40. 

In his mud hut in the village of Sultanpur, 
55-year-old Ha.r Lal watches dully as Nathia, 
his wife, cooks a meal over a cow-dung fire. 
Then, with their six ragged children, they 
sit around the fire chewing chappatties 
(wheat cakes) and perhaps a bit of chutney. 
Lal smiles brightly when he recalls his days 
as a soldier, when he enjoyed at least one 
square meal a day. Now, he and his family, 
like 50 percent of India's 456 million, live in 
semistarvation. 

This eternal compulsory fast, as Mahatma 
Gandhi called it, was the haunting subject 
last week as the President of the United 
States addressed some 1,200 delegates from 
100 countries to the World Food Congress in 
Washington. Barely acknowledging the 
thunderous applause that greeted his en
trance, Mr. Kennedy turned solemnly to his 
audience and said: "The war against hunger 
is truly mankind's 'war of liberation' • • •. 
There is no battle on earth or in space more 
important [for] peace and progress cannot 
be maintained in a world half-fed and half
hungry. 

"We have the capacity to eliminate hunger 
from the face of the earth," Mr. Kennedy con
tinued. "Victory will not come in the next 
year * • •. But it must in our lifetime." 

Behind this arresting declaration of war 
against hunger were some appalling facts. 

Every day of this week some 10,000 people 
will die of malnutrition or starvation-more 
than at any time in history. 

In India alone. 50 million children will die 
of malnutrition in the next 10 years. 

More than half the world's 3 billion people 
live in perpetual hunger. 

To translate these statistics into la nguage 
everyone could understand, Assistant Secre
tary of State Harlan Cleveland said, after a 
Spartan dinner in keeping with the occa
sion: "If we were suddenly to join the less 
fortunate, our next meal * * * would be a 
small bowl of rice and perhaps a piece of 
fish an inch square the day after tomorrow." 

This, indeed, was the situation that had 
brought the congress to Washington. For 
the most part, the delegates were not poli
ticians. They were agronomists and econ
omists, nutritionists and phil060phers, called 
together by the U.N.'s Food and Agriculture 
Organization. For 2 weeks, they are to· dis
cuss the mysteries of soil and seed and com
modity agreements. And in the end, theirs 
would be the monumental task of charting 
the strategy against world hunger. 

Were the population of the world to stop 
growing today, there is little doubt that the 
battle could be won. Science and technology, 
commonsense and goodwill-these are the 
key weapons in the human arsenal that 
could guarantee victo:ry. But with every tlck 
of the conference room clock in Washington, 
there were three more mouths to feed. In 
17 years, there will be 4 billion people on 
earth; in 37 years, 6 billion-more than 

three-quarters of. them in Asia, Latin Amer
ica, and Africa. AJS Arnold J. Toynbee told 
tha conference in a speech (conspicuous for 
its pessimism). there 18 little hope without 
worldwide birth control. "Today... the 
silver-haired British historian warned. "man
kind's future is at stake in a formidable 
race between population growth and 
famine." 

RICH RICHER, POOR POORER 

Even more alarming than the burgeoning 
population of the world is the brutal and 
ever--growing disparity between the haves 
_and have-nots. One-fifth of the planet's 
population, the people of North America. 
Western Europe .. and Australia, live In plenty. 
The American. for example, consumes 4.66 
pounds of food a day. If he's lucky, the 
.average Indian eats 1.23 pounds. of food a 
day, mostly rice. Some experts estimate that 
enough food is thrown away in the United 
States each day to feed China's 650 million 
for several days. Even the family pet dog 
in the United States eats more and better 
food than the Indian worker. 

Some of the background to this shocking 
state of affairs can be seen in Sultanpur, the 
V'illage where Har Lal lives in his "eternal 
compulsory fast." Sultan.pur is neither the 
worst nor the best of India's 558,000 villages. 
It is typical. Around a well in the center 
of the village, eight bullocks plod, dra..wing 
up leather tubs of water. Behind his two 
oxen and wooden plow, Lal furrows his 
quarter acre. And while his wife collects 
cow dung, the children chase the aggressor 
crows which-with monkeys, rats, and 
cows-destroy 35 percent of India's grain. 
HungJ"y and illiterate, Lal has neither the 
money nor the energy to improve his lot, 
and if his crops survive the fall monsoons 
he is satisfied to reap enough barley and 
millet to feed his family. "I am lucky,'' says 
Lal, "others have less." 

ONE FEEDS 26 

Lal's subdued fatalism may make life tol
erable for him. :But in the larger economy 
it points nowhere. He cannot feed other 
than his own family and the same sad story 
is repeated throughout Asia, and most of 
Africa. There is nothing to share, nothing 
to sell, nothing to set aside against the day 
when the crops dry up. By contrast, admit
tedly the most extreme contrast, there is the 
U.S. farmer who produces enough food to 
feed himself al).d 26 oth-ers with mechaniza
tion and modern farm methods. 

A good part of this huge U.S. production 
is given away-but food aid is, at best, only 
a palliative. "Give a man a fish, and he will 
eat for a day," goes the ancient Chinese prov
m-b. "Teach him how to fish. and he will 
eat the rest of his life." 

To teach others to grow food, the United 
States, ather advanced agricultural nations, 
private foundations, and chmches send 
thousands of experts in to fields and paddies 
.each year. What they teach is not the ex
treme mechanization of U.S. agriculture, 
where the fields are leveled by machine, 
where another machine may build dikes, and 
where seeds are sown by airplane and the crop 
harvested by self-propelled combines. They 
show Nepalese herdsmen how to make cheese, 
teach Chilean farmers to rid their fields of 
the potato blight. In Thailand, FAO techni
cians proved to farmers that the edible tilapia 
fish Of East Africa could be cultivated in the 
paddies along with rice. In Libya, they ex
terminated fruit fiies, helping farmers in
·crease their citrus export by 200 percent; in 
Yugoslavia, they introduced Italian varieties 
of wheat, and production doubled. 

Yet these Slllall success stories are but 
.clearings in the jungle. In most of Africa 
and Latin America, food production has 
barely kept pace with new births, and FAO 
director B. R. Sen reports: "In the Far East, 
including the most densely populated coun-

tries of South and Southeast Asia but ex
cluding China, food production has increased 
by 25 percent since before the war, while the 
population has gone up by SO percent." -His 
prediction: short of Draconian measures. 
widespread famine by 1980. 

HOPE 

In the face of the alarming facts, there are 
optimists who put their faith in the genie 
of science. New foods may not be accept
able, they admit, but the amount of land 
under cultivation can easily be doubled. 
Better tools and methods can increase yields 
massively and quickly. "Science and tech
nology," U.S. Agriculture Secretary Orville 
Freeman told the World Food Congress last 
week, "have now, in this generation, opened 
the door to a potential abundance for all." 

And to buttress their case for potential 
abundance, the optimists cite Japan, whose 
farmers have learned to produce three times 
as much rice per acre as the farmers in the 
rest of Asia. They point to Israel'S" agricul
tural miracle, which in recent years has 
made large parts of the desert bloom. And 
they cite the ancient fields of Europe, where 
the machine is also taking over. With but 
4 percent of its workers on the farm, Britain, 
long a food importer, is on the road to self
sufficiency. France now has wheat surpluses 
of its own, enough-hopes Charles de Gaulle 
-to compete with the U.S. for the European 
market. In the Soviet Union, where people 
are adequately nourished but not much 
more, 50 percent of the population must still 
till the soil, but this may change with new 
Soviet attitudes toward agriculture. Above 
all, there is the example of the United States, 
where warehouses and mothballed Liberty 
ships bulge with enough surplus wheat to 
satisfy world demand for a year. 

Few dispute the fact that present tech
nology, properly applied, would put an end 
to hunger. But most of the underfed, un
like the Japanese or the Israelis or the Euro
peans, have neither the education, the capi
tal, nor the wm to apply it. In Africa, fo:r 
-example, the tall and aristocratic-looking 
Masai drive thousands of head of scraggly 
cattle across the plains. of Kenya, turning 
the land into a giant dUst bowl. His children 
may be starving, but when advised to 
slaughter a few cattle, the Masai tribesman 
replies haughtily: "No, I can easily get more 
children, but I cannot get more cattle." For 
protein, he drinks. a concoction of cow's 
"blood, milk, and urine. 

COW GODDESS 

Har Lal's attitude is not much different. A 
good Hindu, he (and 360 million others) 
would rather sit silently and starve than 
stop a monkey or a sacred eow from eating 
his food grain. "Well, they do eat 
the crops," he smiles, "but after all, the 
blessing of the Gau Mata [Cow Goddess] is a 
great thing .. " In a similar spirit,. the African 
tribe.sman says "it is in the hands of God" 
when his corn dies on the stalk. The Moroc
can farmer, behind his camel-drawn plow, 
murmurs "Allah-y-jib" (God will provide) 
as the sun burns his barley to a frazzle. 

The archiac systems of land ownership are 
another block to agricultural progress. When 
an absentee owner or a tribal chief takes all 
the profit, why should the farmer improve 
his methods or his soil? Some agronomists, 
like France's Rene Dumont, emphasize politi
cal and social solutions. "The real cause of 
hunger in the world," says Dumont, "are the 
latifundia (large private estates) and mini
fundia [minute holdings] in South America, 
sharecropping and usury in India, and the 
growth of a privileged caste system among 
African civil servants * * • New agricultural 
technology can bring only limited results 
unless the way is cleared for profound re
form * * * If you wait too long, it will be a 
Fidel Castro type of reform." 

Yet all too often, land reform has defeated 
its purpose. "Some of those estates were too 
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damn big," says an American farm expert in 
Syria. "But where do you stop? I saw them 
handing out parcels of land so small a man 
couldn't possibly support a family on them 
* • • and each new farmer dug himself a 
well. Now the water table is dangerously 
low, and whole areas may revert to barren 
land, destroying the whole purpose of the 
land reform." 

TWENTY BILLION DOLLARS IN FERTILIZER 

Sunk in ignorance, tradition, and taboo, 
it will take decades for primitive farmers to 
apply even the simplest ideas of modern food 
technology. And the capital required will be 
enormous. Adequate fertilizer alone, it has 
been estimated, would cost some $20 billion 
over the next 10 years, and in a world of 
orbital flights and nuclear bombs there is 
little money left for fertilizer. The world 
spends $120 billion a year on soldiers and 
military hardware; the United States, $20 bil
lion on putting a single human being on the 
moon; but the FAO must skimp along on a 
budget of $15.5 million. And so the pace of 
increased food production seems destined to 
crawl rather than gallop, but meantime, la
ments a Filipino official, "we are producing 
more babies than food." 

For many of the underfed nations, the race 
against population is like running on a 
treadmill. Over the past 25 years, the un
derdeveloped countries have raised farm pro
duction at the rate of 1.6 percent a year. 
Even if this can be pushed up to 2 percent, 
it will not be enough to feed the new mouths. 
Egypt's Aswan High Dam is expected to in
crease arable land by 30 percent-or 1 million 
acres. But by the time the dam is built, 
in 1972, Egypt's population will have soared 
by slightly more tP,an 30 percent. "We can
not go on at this rate," warns President 
Gamal Adbel Nasser. "I consider it the duty 
of the State to advise people on methods of 
birth control." 

Many leaders in the underdeveloped na
tions agree, and even the U.S. Government, 
fearful that all its foreign aid might come 
to naught, has stated publicly that it will 
offer birth-control advice and assistance to 
any country which requests it. But in the 
absence of an international "crash" pro
gram, birth-control measures are not likely 
to have much effect on the fight against 
hunger in the years ahead. "All those birth
control devices are great," snaps S. Y. Krish
naswamy of the FAO, "but none is going to 
change appreciably the situation we must 
deal with: in less than a generation the 
world's population will double. This is the 
working hypothesis with which we must 
deal-and with which we must make our 
plans with putting an end to world hunger." 

BREAD OR PAMPHLETS 

What is to be done? Men like Paul G. 
Hoffman, managing director of the U.N. Spe
cial Fund, and Lord Boyd Orr, first chief of 
the FAO, would like to see governments 
channel massive amounts of food, techni
cal aid, and money through U.N. agen
cies. Indeed, Boyd Orr has accused the 
United States of blocking the development of 
the FAO into just such a supranational agen
cy controlling the flow of world surplus food 
to the hungry. Now, he snorts, "men cry 
for bread, and the FAO can only give them 
pamphlets." 

Others, like Sicco L. Mansholt, vice pres
ident of the European Economic Community 
and the Common Market's top agricultural 
expert, see the answer not in aid but in 
trade. (During the year 1957- 58, all foreign 
aid to the underdeveloped nations amounted 
to some $2 billion. But in the same period, 
t hese same countries lost $2 billion, i.e., the 
drop in prices of their raw materials and 
primary products on the world market.) To 
begin with, Mansholt believes, the United 
States and Europe must agree to give the un
derdeveloped countries special trade bene-

fits-guaranteed prices, guaranteed markets, 
low tariffs. 

"If we want to help," Mansholt concludes, 
"we must make it possible for the under
developed to sell their products to us. We 
must not give them handouts but the chance 
to produce, to develop their industries and 
to sell to us. Until we do we should shut 
our mouths about our aid to the hungry." 

And at the World Food Congress in Wash
ington, famous Swedish economist, K. Gun
nar Myrdal, placed the blame for hunger on 
both rich nations and poor. All too often 
in the underdeveloped countries there is 
"corruption in government, administration, 
and business, powerful vested interests pre
vent enactment of institutional reforms, par
ticularly when the disposal of land is in
volved." Rich nations, like the United 
States, Myrdal added, like to "appear to be 
charitable when it does not cost anything. 
I have always been convinced that to a large 
part this is a self -deception of the type I 
have called perverted puritanism." 

TWO-EDGED BLADE 

To some of the Western delegates, hunger 
was a two-edged blade. Continued Western 
prosperity, they rea.soned, will depend to a 
large extent on the growth of consumer de
mand in the underdeveloped nations. Con
tinued hunger in Asia, Mrica, and Latin 
America could, in the long run, bring hunger 
to the well-fed industrial countries of the 
north. 

Even now, many economists believe the 
world 1s moving toward a slump. British 
economist Barbara Ward explains: "On the 
one hand America and Britain, and increas
ingly Europe, have a problem of a slowing 
down of production owing largely to a lack 
of effective demand. On the other hand 
there is the whole developing world where 
demand is checked simply because incomes 
have fallen, capital is not adequate and 
demand therefore is not sufficiently stimu
lated." Charity, therefore, is not enough, 
warns Miss Ward. "If we can use capital 
and trade policies to raise the possibilities 
of the poorer countries, to raise their stand
ards of living, to make it possible for them 
to buy-then we would get a new balance. 
We need the demand. The poor countries 
can provide it." 

Mansholt's "total development," the blend 
of capital and trade policies outlined by 
Barbara Ward, and Boyd Orr's dream of a 
supranational FAO may one day change the 
map of world hunger. But they are designs 
for decades. Something must be done now. 
Science, well-planned land reform, educa
tion, birth control, all are partial solutions 
for the immediate future. But to begin 
with, says FAO's Sen what is needed is world 
awareness. "What is needed now is a sense 
of urgency about the problem, a climate to 
create the will to act, each country must 
take immediate action to do something 
about it in real terms." 

As India's Prime Minister Jawaharlal 
Nehru warned: "It is really folly to talk of 
culture or even of God when human beings 
starve and die. People are not in the mood 
to tolerate this suffering and starvation and 
equality when they see that the burden is 
not equally shared." 

NEW FOODS AND NEW HOPES 

It is a sad paradox that a child with a full 
stomach can die of malnutrition. The prob
lem is not how much he eats, but rather 
what he eats. Without an adequate supply 
of protein, which enables a child's body and 
mind to grow, all the fats and carbohydrates 
he can eat will not help him. 

One of the most promising ways out of 
this paradox is the development of new, 
high-protein foods, to supplement standard 
native fare of starchy foods such as cassava, 
manioc, yams, or plantains. Any number 
of ingenious proposals have been made, but 

many of them are impractical or unrealistic. 
Green algae are high in protein, but difficult 
to produce in quantity. (Besides, says one 
nutritionist: "Would you like to eat some 
green slime spread on a piece of bread?") 
The minuscule sea life called plankton could 
be scooped directly from the ocean, but any 
heavy harvesting of plankton would deprive 
fish of their basic food, thereby correcting 
one food shortage and creating another. 

Soyb~an and coconut 
In the end, all discussions in organizations 

such as the United Nations Children's Fund 
(UNICEF) and the World Health Organiza
tion boil down to two main foods-fish flour 
and a variety of substances made from oil 
seeds, including soybeans, peanuts, cotton
seeds, and coconuts. 

In India, one of the world's hungriest na
tions, but also the world's largest producer 
of peanuts, two peanut-flour plants have 
begun production. Many local school-lunch 
programs throughout the world are built 
around the peanut, with uniformly good 
results. 

In Latin America, a powder made of cot
tonseed, corn, and sorghum called Incaparina 
is becoming common fare. It was developed 
by nutritionist Nevin S. Scrimshaw of the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and 
it is comparable in nutritional quality to 
milk. Usually it is taken like Metrecal
mixed with water, and flavored with sugar, 
chocolate, or spices. It can also be tossed 
into the family pot. 

UNICEF has helped start a project in In
donesia promoting Saridele, a soybean ex
tract ideal for infant feeding. With such 
supplements, a child can be kept healthy 
from the time he is weaned, and loses his 
original source of protein, until he is 7 or 8, 
and the need for protein begins to diminish. 

Tasteless 
Accordingly, a great deal of attention has 

lately been directed to a pale tan powder 
called fish flour, made by shoveling dogfish, 
sea robins, skates, and other trash :flsh into 
a hopper-eyes, bones, and all-grinding it 
up, washing with solvents deodorizing it, 
and finally dehydrating it into a powder. 
The final product is tasteless and odorless, 
and contains at least 70 percent protein. 

Although pilot plants are already in opera
tion in Chile, not very many are adding fish 
flour to their diets. One of the major rea
sons is that U.S. Food and Drug Adminis
tration head George Larrick has called it 
"filthy." Most nutritionists consider Lar
rick's opposition to fish flour an arrogant 
absurdity. But when U.S. and U.N. agencies 
offer up a new food supplement that some 
American experts consider unfit for human 
consumption, the seeming hypocrisy inevit
ably causes trouble. 

Nevertheless, if enough dramatic results 
with new foods occur in enough villages and 
native communities, the decision between life 
and death wlll be made on a more rational 
basis than flavor and dubious origins. 
UNICEF is cautiously optimistic. The 
agency's senior food technologist, Max Mil
ner, said last week: "We are beginning to 
see some glimmers of light." 

[From Newsweek magazine, June 17, 1963] 
FROM -THE PEOPLE OF THE UNITED STATES 

The forests of grain elevators across the 
United States have become components in 
the American arsenal ~s vi tal as any skyward
trained ICBM complex and mercifully, more 
active. 

"Food for Peace" is what the United States 
calls these weapons. The arsenal is based 
on a. 1954 statute called Public Law 480 
which, as Food for Peace director, Richard 
w. Reuter, frankly admits, "was conceived as 
a vehicle for getting rid of our agricultural 
surpluses" and was expected to lapse within 
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a year when some thought the surpluses 
would be wiped out. 

From mld-1954 to ihe end of 1962, un<Ier 
Public Law 480 more than 100 mlllion tons 
of surplus American wheat, corn, cotton, and. 
other cominodlties have moved overseas to 
114 countries and colonies. Worth more than 
$12 billion, the American bounty has fiowed. 
at the rate of three 10,000-ton shi}}fuls per 
day for 8~ years. 

"The basic lesson we have learned is that 
our food stocks should be treated as an asset 
instead of a liability," says Reuter. And as 
he moves about his "chart room" in the 
executive office building next to. the White 
House, the 45-year-old former head of CARE 
can }}Oint with legitimate enthusiasm to the 
varied examples of U.S. food at work. 

In Poland and Yugoslavia, Public Law 480 
sales for local currency ($1.5 billion since 
1954) have enabled both to be more in
dependent of Moscow. 

In India, surplus foods with a market value 
of more than $2 billion have built a precious 
reserve against future famine, and sale of 
some has financed agricultural research. 

Nowhere has the disaster-relief function 
of Public Law 480 worked more dramatically 
than last year in war-wracked Algeria. Some 
300,000 tons of American farmers' bounty fed 
4: million people for a winter and pushed a 
newly. independent nation back from the 
brink of starvation and chaos. 

Public Law 480 food is being used to en
tice primitive montagnards in Vietnam down 
into the strategic han>.let& on whi~h the 
government's anti-Viet Cong guenilla cam
paign is based. 

Food is also one of the strongest levers 
working for the Alliance for Progress. On 
the shore at Lake Titicaca, 12,000 feet up in 
the mountains of Bolivia, Public Law 400 
beans, flour, cornmeal, and dried milk pay 
Bolivian soldiers and workers for their work 
in building schools. In Peru, children who 
used to spend their days scavenging for food 
are now eating Public Law 480 hot lunches 
in school. This year 400,000 Peruvian kids 
will be fed, and for many it will be their 
only decent meal of the day; by 1964 the 
number is expected to hit 1 million. In all, 
37 million children around the world supped 
at the American farmers' table last year. 
And as Maryknoll Missionary Father Kearns 
says in Peru: "Even the containers and boxes 
are sold and the funds used to buy furniture 
and building materials for the schools." 

With each wheat sack and cotton bale 
plainly marked as coming "from the people 
of the United States," Public Law 480 food 
has become, in the words of one AID official, 
"the best-known food label in the world." 

Since the program began, some two-thirds 
of the $12 billion committed under Public 
Law 480 has been food sold for local cur
rency. In most cases the buying countries 
simply didn't have the foreign exchange to 
make these purchases on the world market. 
The United States has used 23 percent of 
these foreign currencies to finance American 
activities in those countries-from the ex
penses of traveling Oongressmen to the con
struction of new embassies-and usually 
lends the balance to finance a wide range 
of local economic development projects. 

CANNED CHEESE 

It is not everywhere an unqualified suc
cess; nor is Public Law 480 a panacea for 
either hunger or U.S. foreign policy. Oc
casionally, as in the Congo, Public Law 480 
food does find its way into the black market. 
And occasionally people such as the moun
tain aborigines of Formosa try to use canned 
cheese as soap. Often in the most under
developed countries sorely needed food 
simply does not get past the capital for lack 
of even a rudimentary internal distribution 
system. Always a careful balance must be 
struck between feeding the hungry and en-

couraging them to develop their own agricttl
tural productivity. 

Public Law 480 rargess also runs the risk 
of disrupting normal commercial! trade pat
terns. When the United States sold a major 
amount of wheat to. India in 1960, for ex
ample, it found itself :raced with a hurt and 
angered. Thailand, which had thought a 
rice-to-India sale of its own was in the bag. 

Interestingly enough, the cost of shipPing 
Public Law 480 commodities around the 
world is less than surplus storage costs at 
home (nearly $400 million last year). And 
normal commercial agricultural exports have 
increased by the same amount as Public Law 
480 sales and donations. 

Abroad, the verdict is also generally en
thusiastic, and most governments give the 
United States high plaudits tor the · aid. 
Algeria's Minister of Agriculture Amar 
Ouzegane is typical: "These shipments of 
food kept our people alive. Don't ever un
derestimate the political value of this aid." 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
June 19. 1963] 

ACTION To FEED WORLD URGED To 
AVERT DISASTER 

(By Anita Ehrman) 
The World Food Congress was warned yes

terday that failure to translate its 2 weeks 
of talk into direct action would doom this 
planet to "disaster." · · 

B. J. Sen, Director General of the Food 
and Agriculture Organization, in issuing the 
warning to the closing session of the confer
ence, said that "peace and war will be deter
mined by the outcome of the race between 
population and resources."· 

Secretary of Agriculture Orville L. Freeman 
followed up Sen's declaration with a pledge 
that the United States would reevaluate its 
aid program to see what more can be done 
to meet "the goal of freedom from hunger." 

F'reeman, chairman of the Congress, echoed 
Sen's demand that the 1,330 delegates from 
104 countries now move from the realm of 
high-sounding ideals into the world of real· 
ity, where more than half the people are 
undernourished. 

DECLARATION APPROVED 

Earlier, the Congress approved by acclama
tion a declaration calling for a worldwide 
plan to feed today's hungry and meet the 
challenge of a quadrupled population by the 
year 2000. 

The declaration specifically urg.ed the un
derdeveloped countries to institute land re
form and improve their administrative ap
paratus and planning programs. 

The developed countries were called upon 
to give more foreign aid and adopt new trade 
policies to allow a greater and more stable 
export of goods by the poorer countries. 

Freeman urged the delegates, who in the 
course of their deliberations had consumed 
2,200 cups of coffee daily and produced more 
than 15 tons of document, not to, just "carry 
the declaration in your briefcases." 

Both Sen and Freeman stressed that the 
potential force of the conference stemmed 
from the fact that its representatives were 
top economists, scholars, politicians, and 
scientists whose influence can change Gov
ernment policy. 

Sen's speech brought out points that had 
been emphasized in conference sessions but 
would have evoked bitter controversy if in
corporated in the general declaration. 

He said the time may soon come when the 
world, as a whole, will have to-institute birth
control measures-a subject skirted ()Ver in 
the final document. 

The Director General also declared that in 
the near future a system of progressive in
ternational taxation, similar to that applied 
on a national scale, would have to be created 
to stop the downward economic trend of the 
poor countries. 

Despite the harmo:trlous public ending ot 
the- conference, there was some priva.te grum
bling behind the scenes over FAO steam-
roii1ng tactics. · 

Many delegates felt. that ·the final decla
ration should have contained stronger and 
more concise plans for internationally han
dling the population explosion and distri
bution of food surpluses. 

OPENED ON JUNE 3 

Nevertheless, most of the delegates agreed 
with Freeman that if the impetus started in 
Washington could be maintained, the Con
gress will go down in history as a great 
historic occasion. 

The Congress was opened on June 3 by 
President Kennedy and Indian President 
Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan. During the 2 
weeks o:r deliberations, it was addressed by 
such world figures as Historian Arnold J. 
Toynbee, Swedish Economist Gunnar Myrdal, 
and former Brazilian President Juscelino 
Kubitschek. 

In closing, Sen said that President Ken
nedy's speech "will stand out as the most 
important statement made on this important 
problem since President Roosevelt's address 
to the 1943 Hot Springs conference, whi~h 
gave birth to FAO.'' 

President Kennedy, predicting that the war 
against hunger can be won in our lifetime, 
told the conference: 

"No battle on earth or in space is more im
portant than the food battle." 

DAlRY MONTH IN NEW YORK 
STATE 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
join with the Governor of my State, as 
well as all New Yorkers, in recognizing 
the month of June as Dairy Month in 
New York State. It is only fitting that 
this small tribute be paid to those in
dustrious farmers who, beset by prob
lems of surplus production, have contrib
uted so much to the health of the people 
of our State as well as to the Nation as a 
whole. 

Mr. President, the milk industry is one 
of New York State's primary agricul
tural enterprises. Over one-half of all 
agricultural income derived in the State 
is earned by dairy farmers. In recent 
years, the improved methods of milk 
production. although adding substan
tially to the surplus milk problem, have 
resulted in more vitamin-enriched milk 
at a lower cost to the consumer. 

We have much for which to thank the 
dairy farmers of New York State-in 
fact, of the entire Nation. Through 
their enterprising labors Americans of all 
ages can obtain the necessary health
providing benefits of milk. In this con
nection, I am pleased to learn that 
Governor Rockefeller has proclaimed 
the month of June as Dairy Month in 
New York State. 

Mr. President, this is indeed a fitting 
tribute to the dairy industry of New 
York. I therefore ask unanimous con
sent that following my remarks this 
proclamation be included in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the procla
mation was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
PROCLAMATION OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 

Our primary agricultural enterprise in the 
Empire State is dairying. Moreover, our 
milk industry is one of the greatest factors 
contributing to our health. It is rated as 
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the most readily available source of ribo
flavin. vitamin A, vitamin B complex, vita
min D and protein. 

Dairying in New York State accounts for 
more than one-half of all the income de
rived by our farmers. Dairying in all its 
phases represents an investment of many 
hundred millions of dollars and a wonder
fully coordinated effort to keep our milk 
supply as adequate and constant as it is 
clean. 

Milk production in New York State has 
climbed to an annual high of 10,738 billion 
pounds. This enormous production is de
rived from advances in feeding, breeding, 
and care which results in larger yields per 
cow. It creates problems of surpluses for 
the producer but the consumer benefits 
through lower prices. 

This volume last year had a total value of 
$466 m1llion at the farm. 

Now, therefore, I, Nelson A. Rockefeller, 
Governor of the State of New York, do hereby 
proclaim June, 1963, as Dairy Month in New 
York State. 

NELSON A. RocKEFELLER. 

PUERTO RICAN DAY 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the 

Puerto Ricans in this country have made 
many contributions to the progress of 
our Nation in numerous areas of endeav
or. Particularly in New York City, where 
a language barrier and the obvious prob
lems of adjusting to a new environment 
has oftentimes made assimilation diffi
cult, these people have demonstrated 
the hardworking perseverance that 
characterizes their community. 

The Puerto Rican community, demon
strating a full awareness of the respon
sibilities attending citizenship in the 
United States, has sought in every area 
to prove itself worthy of this privilege. 
The Puerto Ricans have distinguished 
themselves nobly in their participation 
in three major wars; and they have con
tributed substantially to the general wel
fare of the country in peace. 

Mr. President, in New York State, 
where the problems of assimilation are 
sometimes difficult, the Puerto Rican 
community has taken the matter in 
hand: beset by problems that have re
mained problems for decades, it has 
formed community organizations that 
deal directly with etiorts to adapt to new 
customs and environments. Over 160 
organizations, united in a community 
program, have sought to improve the 
material and social welfare of these spir
ited people. The initiative they have 
demonstrated should provide inspiration 
for American min01ities everywhere. 

Mr. President, early this month, cele
brating Puerto Rican Day, the Puerto Ri
can community of New York joined to
gether in a colorful and musical parade. 
The day's festivities were reminiscent of 
the rich heritage of these people, a herit
age that has persisted through genera
tions of living in this country. 

In this connection, I am pleased to 
note that June 2, 1963, was, by procla
mation of Governor Rockefeller, Puerto 
Rican Day in the State of New York. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that following my remarks the text 
of the Governor's proclamation be print
ed in the RECORD. 

. There being no objection, the proc
lamation was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

PROCLAMATION OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 

The parade arranged every year by the 
Puerto Rican community of New York has 
become symbolic of this group's many con
tributions to the progress of the city and 
State. 

Puerto Ricans among us, with their cheer
ful manners, their capacity for gaiety and 
their love of music, have endeared them
selves solidly as neighbors. They have shown 
in three major wars and in peacetime, full 
appreciation of their responsibilities as well 
as their privileges as citizens of the United 
States. In New York they have 160 organiza
tions banded together in a community pro
gram to help solve problems which have 
gone unsolved for decades. 

They command our admiration for their 
success in adapting themselves, despite the 
difficulty of the language barrier, to new en
vironments, new customs, a whole new way 
of life. They are overcoming many obstacles 
and are making a happy adjustment. 

Now, therefore, I, Nelson A. Rockefeller, 
Governor of the State of New York, do here
by proclaim June 2, 1963, as Puerto Rican 
Day in New York State. 

NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER. 

COMMEMORATION OF DEPORTA
TION OF BALTIC PEOPLE 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, during 
this month and particularly on June 14, 
15, 16, and 17, Americans are marking 
with somber reflection the tragic depor
tation of the people of the Baltic 
Nations to Siberian slave labor camps. 
It was just 22 years ago, in 1941, that 
Soviet troops marched into the three 
tiny self -governing countries of Latvia, 
Lithuania, and Estonia with the sole 
purpose of occupying and controlling 
them. And for 22 years, the courageous, 
yet cruelly suppressed people of the 
Baltic countries have sutiered under the 
terrible yoke of Communist tyranny. 

Yet freedom in the Baltic countries 
has not been an unrealized objective. 
Born out of the idealistic dreams and 
hopes of the First World War, Latvia, 
Lithuania, and Estonia enjoyed their 
freedom during the interwar decades. 
For 20 years, these countries began to 
develop a unanimity as they developed 
their economies and strove for the ut
most in political freedom and self
determination for their people. 

And then, while the rest of Europe 
was embroiled in the greatest war of 
all time and while Hitler was sediciously 
making Mein Kampf a reality on the 
continent of Europe, the Soviet imperial
ist military machine occupied the Baltic 
countries and divested their governments 
of all control. This brutal Soviet march 
on these tiny countries came in spite of 
their declaration of neutrality at the be
ginning of the war and in spite of their 
nonaggression pacts with the Soviet Un
ion made in the early 1930's and etiective 
until 1945. 

Mr. President, after the march on the 
Baltic nations-and clearly indicative of 
the cruel intrigue of the Soviet imperial
ists-Kremlin strategist::; secretly nego
tiated with the Nazis and drummed up 
the story that there were so-called anti-

social elements, that is pro-German ele
ments within the governments of the 
Baltic nations. This was obviously 
antagonistic to Soviet policy so the So- . 
viets instigated a policy of mass deporta
tion of the Baltic people to the Siberian 
slave labor camps. This brutal wresting 
of loved ones from their homes and the 
splitting of families was only halted with 
the German invasion of Russia and the 
Baltic countries--resulting in German 
control of these lands. 

After the fall of Hitler, there was hope 
that freedom would be returned to the 
Baltic nations but all these dreams were 
quickly crushed when Soviet troops re
turned to the three countries and the 
harsh Communist rule was strictly reen
forced. To this day, the people of the 
Baltic nations are still sutiering under 
this tyranny. 

Freedom was short lived in the tiny 
Baltic countries yet despite this short 
history, yearnings for liberty remain 
deeply imbedded in the hearts and minds 
of the Baltic people. In this connection, 
Mr. President, I introduced a resolution 
earlier this session with regard to the 
Baltic nations. This resolution urges the 
President of the United States to take 
all necessary steps to bring the Baltic 
question before the United Nations in 
order that the U.N. request the Soviets 
to first, withdraw all troops, agents, 
colonists, and controls from Latvia, Lith
uania, and Estonia; and second, to return 
all Baltic exiles from Siberia, prisons, and 
slave labor camps in the Soviet Union. 
My resolution further calls for the U.N. 
to conduct free elections in the Baltic 
States and to take appropriate action 
against any Communists guilty of crimes 
of extermination of the peoples of the 
Baltic States. 

Mr. President, my resolution reaffirms 
a basic principle of U.S. foreign policy
self -determination of all peoples, the 
right of people to choose their own form 
of government. In the past, the United 
States has protested the illegal annex
ation of territories and people by the 
Soviets by consistently withholding rec
ognition from these territories. In my 
judgment, it is now time for the United 
States to do more-to urge that the 
question of these captive people be 
brought into the world forum of debate
the United Nations. Let us show to the 
world the atrocities of Communist im
perialism and let us get the force of world 
opinion behind our position in our etiorts 
to make the self-determination of peo
ple not only a U.S. but a world privilege. 

Mr. President, during this month, 
many sad memories of the deportation of 
the Baltic people are recalled. 

Citizens of America, in fact of the en
tire free world, somberly pay reverence 
to these memories. But now, let us re
dedicate ourselves to the principle which 
is such a basic element in our foreign 
policy-the self-determination of peo
ple-and let us renew the hopes of the 
people in the Baltic States so they can 
be assured that we understand and 
sympathize with their plight and that 
we are hoping and praying for their 
eventual liberation. 
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THE PEACE CORPS 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, when the 

original Peace Corps authorization leg
islation was before the Congress, of 
which I was a cosponsor, there were 
those Members of Congress and of the 
general public who were fearful that 
such a newly created agency with ideal
istic aims would have great administra
tive problems. However, the opposite 
has been true. The Peace Corps has op
erated, to my mind, in a most efficient 
manner, and much of the credit for this 
is due to its Director, Sargent Shriver. 

On May 29 of this year there was a 
most complimentary article which ap
peared in the Boston Herald written by 
Holmes Alexander entitled "Is Peace 
Corps Merely Shriver?" 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have this article printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Boston Herald, May 29, 1963] 
Is PEACE CORPS MERELY SHRIVER? 

(By Holmes Alexander) 
WASHINGTON, D.C.-It's fair to say for 

Sargent Shriver, Director of the Peace Corps, 
that he now carries the undeserved handicap 
of being a Kennedy in-law. 

Any other Frontiersman who had proved 
his administrative ability as Shriver has in a 
minor post would have been promoted long 
before now. But the Cabinet is closed to 
him because a Kennedy is already there. 
The governorship of Illinois is presently 
blocked by local political complications. 
Shriver seems likely to keep his present post 
until after next year's elections. 

Meanwhile, imitation being the sincerest 
form of flattery, Shriver is being interna
tionally complimented in a manner that no 
administration figure can boast. Eight na
tions are in the process, or on the verge, of 
forming volunteer oversea agencies on the 
American Peace Corps model. West Ger-

. many has appropriated $1.4 million for the 
purpose, and is expected to hold some sort 
of inaugural ceremony when President Ken
nedy, accompanied by Shriver, visits there 
next month. Denmark, the Netherlands, 
Norway and New Zealand have made starts. 
Italy, Switzerland, and Belgium are dis
cussing ways and means with Shriver. Hon
duras, El Salvador, and Jamaica are insti
tuting domestic versions of the Corps. 
Argentina plans to send Spanish teachers to 
the United States in a gesture of reciprocity. 

Shriver has showed rare signs of ad
ministrative talent. He recovered from a 
very rocky start when the corps got some 
bad publicity at the outset. Although his 
outfit is growing faster than Congress and 
other critics would like (he is aiming for 
an enlistment of 13,000 by September 1964), 
Shriver has done the truly.remarkable thing 
of cutting the adminstrative spending ratio. 
He began by spending 33 cents to the dollar 
on headquarters money, and now has it 
down to 19 cents. It costs $7,000 to keep a 
volunteer corpsman in the field and only 
$2,000 to keep an administrator behind him. 
By bureaucratic standards, these are eco
nomical operations. 

But Shriver may have outgrown his job. 
He also may have made things very tough 
for his successor. Now that the novelty of 
the Peace Corps has worn off, it bears the 
burden of proving its worth. The first 
year's appropriation was $30 million, the sec
ond was $59 million, the present year's ·ask
ing price is $108 million. Congress has al
ready refused to underwrite $150,000, which 
Shriver asked to pay the first-year expenses 

of founding an International Secretariat. 
The danger of overevangl;llism, which always 
besets do-gooder organizations, is beginning 
to show. The next Peace Corps director will 
have to trim ship. · 

That will be the time, with Shriver gone 
and his fledgling out of the nest, to ask if 
this idealistic effort is worth pursuing. The 
test, I think, will not come on the elevated 
but unprovable thesis that the Peace Corps 
is, in William James' famous ·concept, a 
"moral equivalent of war." This kind of 
down-to-earth, secular missionary work does 
not remove the international causes of con
flict for the plain reason that people do not 
make war. Their politicians do that for 
them. The causes of war are so complex 
that not even the greatest historians have 
ever devised a credible explanation for man
kind's organizational pugnacity. 

But the Peace Corps idea will prove its 
worth, 1f at all, on a much lower scale. It 
has already demonstrated the usefulness of 
what is known in Shriver shoptalk as 
"middle-level manpower." The scientist 
and the economist at the top, and the com
mon laborer at the bottom, are not the full 
answer to community development at home 
or abroad. 

Something else is needed. Call it. the 
missing link. And it may be that Peace 
Corps idea of personal instructorship is it. 

PAUL J. BROUSSARD-AN ACT OF 
HEROISM IN MASSACHUSETTS 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, last 

month an act of heroism was performed 
·in the State of Massachusetts by a 
young boy which I believe deserves to be 
drawn to the attention of the Senate. 

On the afternoon of May 16, Paul J. 
Broussard, age 13, was approaching the 
Boston & Maine station at Malden, Mass., 
en route to his home from school. He 
observed a man who was walking on the 
railroad tracks and who appeared to be 
in some physical distress. 

As young Broussard approached, the 
man collapsed. In the distance, Master . 
Broussard saw a B. & · M. Buddliner, 
which was proceeding at a high rate 
of speed outbound from North Station. 
The youngster ran to the man and sought 
to lift him to his .feet. This proved be
yond his physical strength. He then 
sought to remove the man from the 
tracks by rolling him over on his side. 

This ·episode was witnessed by Engi
neer Henry L. Gelinas, of B . . & M. train 
No. 867. As Mr. Gelinas was on an ex
press run which did not call for a stop 
at Malden, he was proceeding at a rate 
of speed that made it impossible for him 
to brake the train in time to avert what 
appeared to be a fatal accident. Indeed, 
when the Buddliner had passed the Mal-. 
den station, Engineer Gelinas was cer
tain that one or possibly even two fa
talities had occurred. It was not until 
he brought the train to a halt and looked 
out his cab window that he saw that 
young Broussard and the man he had 
aided had escaped death by a matter of 
inches. 

We in Massachusetts are proud of Paul 
Broussard and his family. This type of 
heroism is in the finest tradition of 
American youth and the American 
people. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

DEFINITION OF THE TERM "VET
ERANS' ADMINISTRATION FACn..I
TIES" 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 

what is the pending business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending business isS. 625, to amend sec
tions of title 38, United States Code, with 
respect to the definition of the term 
"Veterans' Administration Facilities." 

AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 
RULING CLIQUE OPPOSES WISHES 
OF ITS MEMBERS: IS OBSTRUC
TIONIST LOBBY 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 

the American Medical Association, which 
in my opinion misi·epresents many 
thousands of physicians and surgeons of 
the United States, is now in convention 
in Atlantic City. This association is 
ruled in a high-handed manner by a 
house of delegates, so-called. The mem
bership of the house of delegates consists 
of approximately 150 political doctors. 
In addition, there are approximately 40 
practicing family physicians and sur
geons who succeeded in being elected to 
this all-powerful group. They are out
voted by the political doctors. For many 
years a small group of political doctors 
have been running the American Medical 
Association in flagrant disregard of the 
welfare of their membership. They 
publish a magazine, Today's Health. 
Its circulation is very limited; its adver
tising rates are very high. Pharmaceu
tical groups advertise extensively and 
expensively. 

The hierarchy of the American Medi
cal Association maintains one of the 
most powerful lobbies iri Washington. 
They reported expenditures for the year 
1962 of $200,000. This lobby is spending 
more money than that this year trying 
to prevail upon Members of Congress to 
vote against legislation for the welfare of 
the country, and for the particular bene
fit of the American Medical Associa
tion. The American Medical Association 
is the "spendingest'' and most aggres
sive of all lobbying organizations in 
Washington. Without doubt this asso
ciation will actually spend several mil
lion dollars lobbying this year against 
hospital and nursing home care for the 
elderly under the social security system. 

American Medical Association officials 
claim that the AFL-CIO maintains a 
more expensive lobby and they may make 
the same claim against the American 
Legion. Figures filed with the Secretary 
of the Senate prove otherwise. 

The American Medical Association 
represents about 180,000 members. The 
AFL-CIO represents 18 million members. 
Of course, the American Legion repre
sents millions of veterans. There is -no 
more reactionary group in the United 
States than those majority members of 
the House -of Delegates of the AMA. 
They arbitrarily overlook the will and 
wishes of their own membership. Other 
lobbying organizations in Washington 
accurately represent the views of the ma
jority of their membership. 

For example, recently the Michigan 
Medical Society took a referendum of 
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its members. The question was simple. 
Do you desire to be included under cov
erage of social security? The vote was 
3,099 in favor of social security for doc
tors with only 1,845 against. This result 
was typical of the results of similar 
referendums in various States. For ex
ample, in Ohio, 4,095 physicians .and 
surgeons voted for social security cov
erage and only 2, 737 voted against social 
security coverage. This amrmative vote 
was ignored by omcials of the American 
Medical Association and the .ruling clique 
of the AMA. In Pennsylvania, New 
Jersey, Massachusetts, Maine, Illinois, 
Connecticut, Delaware, and other States 
physicians and surgeons overwhelmingly 
voted that they desired to be included 
under social security coverage. Their 
wishes have been ignored. In fact, the 
ruling clique of the AMA invariably seeks 
to suppress the views of the majority of 
its membership. Approximately two
thirds of the physicians and surgeons of 
the State of Utah voted in favor of social 
security coverage and sent delegates to 
the convention of the AMA, held a short 
time after the results of this referendum 
had been announced. Their delegates 
were not permitted to report nor to ex
press their views. They tried unsuc
cessfully to secure recognition. 

Despite these clear and repeated ex
pressions in favor of social security by 
approximately 65 percent of physicians 
and surgeons voting in many States, the 
dictatorial house of delegates maintains 
its opposition to social security. Physi
cians and surgeons are the only self
employed pr9fessional men and women in 
our country ineligible for social security 
coverage. 

They are denied the protection of 
social security for themselve~ and their 
families because the powerful AMA 
lobby has misrepresented and is misrep
resenting them and has prevailed on the 
Congress to deny this needed coverage. 
In 1960, the House of Representatives 
voted to extend social security to self
employed physicians. This coverage 
provision was deleted in the Senate 
Committee on Finance "because of lack 
of definitive information on whether a 
majority of doctors wished to come under 
the program." This was the reason 
given. The facts are that the president 
of the American Medical Association 
filed a letter with the Senate Commit
tee on Finance expressing strong opposi
tion to placing practicing physicians un
der social security coverage. He stated 
that the social security program "does 
not fit the economic pattern of the prac
ticing physician.'' Just what that is, I 
would not know, but according to him, 
everyone in the Nation is out of step ex
cept the members of the American 
Medical Association. Due to this, the 
widows and fatherless children of doc
tors are denied social security protection, 
and doctors themselves following retire
ment are denied the benefits which 
could have been theirs by payments of 
modest swns as premiwns. 

In all, in 19 States, doctors represent
ing · a total of approximately · 130,000 
physicians and surgeons have voted 
overwhelmingly in favor of social secu
rity coverage. It is true that in only six 

States, representing 18,000 physicians, by 
small m_argins they have voted against 
coverage. It is evident that 65 percent 
of the total physicians and surgeons of 
our Nation now .favor compulsory social 
security coverage for physicians and 
surgeons. Oh, yes, in a few instances 
when some members of the house of 
delegates of the AMA desiring special 
privileges for physicians and surgeons 
proposed that doctors should be covered 
on an optional basis, in other words 
voluntary coverage, a majority favored 
voluntary coverage. It is evident that 
were workers and professional men per
mitted to enter or stay out of social se
curity coverage on a voluntary basis, this 
insurance system would not be ac
tuarially sound as it is and always has 
been, nor would there be anything like 
the present surplus of '$23 billion. 

Mr. President, elective c·overage under 
social security law is unthinkable. · It 
would prove actuarially unsound. How 
could any thoughtful person justify per
mitting self-employed physicians and 
surgeons to elect whether or not they 
desire to be covered by social security? 
Were they to be granted this special 
privilege, obviously young professional 
men might not be interested. If they 
chose not to join the social security sys
tem and have that coverage, the social 
security fund would not have the pre
miums paid in as paid by other profes
sional men at the time of payment of 
their income taxes. Physicians and sur
geons when in their sixties naturally 
would join the social security system and 
eventually enjoy the benefits. 

Mr. President, obviously, no insurance 
and survivors system would long. con
tinue to be actuarially sound if coverage 
were granted to certain favored profes
sions on an optional basis. 

Our social security system should be 
universal, covering all employed and 
self -employed and providing retirement 
and disability payments adequate in 
amounts for those who have paid premi
ums during their working years. 

Mr. President, the defeat last year of 
the proposal for hospital and nursing 
home insurance for the elderly, usually 
termed "medicare," was a defeat for 
every American family. There are more 
than 17 million Americans over 65 years 
of age. The basic problem is that most of 
these people cannot purchase adequate 
hospitalization insurance from private 
corporations except at exorbitant rates. 
In my State of Ohio, the Blue Cross 
recently raised its rates substantially, 
beyond the reach of many persons who 
were formerly covered. 

Furthermore, all Americans, regard
less of age, have parents likely to be ill 
at one time or another. These families 
desire-in fact, find it necessary-to save 
for their children's education and for 
other necessary future expenditures. If 
prolonged illness amicts a parent, father
in-law, mother-in-law, or other elderly 
relative, average American families 
should not be compelled to incur colos
sal debt or payout from savings accumu
lated for other purposes. 

Under the social security program, a 
working man or woman can pay pre
miums into the social security fund dur-

ing his economically productive years for 
tbe hospitalization needs of his later 
years. OUr social security program is an 
actuarially sound insurance system and 
will continue to be so under President 
Kennedy's proposal to meet this need of 
our older citizens. 

It is a tragedy that here in the richest 
country 1n the world, millions of our el
derly live in constant fear that their sav
ings, if any, will be washed away by a 
prolonged illness or a serious accident. 
Under President Kennedy's proposal 
over 900,000 men and women in my State 
of Ohio will be immediately eligible for 
assistance. 

The American Medical Association 
lobby spent more than $7 million to de
feat medicare last year. The small 
band of Willful men who control Amer
ican Medical Association policy assert 
our people do not support this program. 
Yet, a recent Gallup poll indicates that 
two out of three persons interviewed are 
in favor of medicare under social secu
rity. Only 26 percent were opposed. 
Apparently Americans refuse to swallow 
the propaganda pills prescribed by the 
professional medical politicans who pre
sume to speak for 180,000 American phy
sicians and surgeons. 

It is noteworthy that the National 
Association of Trained Nurses, repre
senting 170,000 nurses, has at all times 
supported medicare, so-called, under 
the social security program. It has al
ways expressed its desire that nurses be 
covered by social security, and they are 
covered. 

Powerful though the American Med
leal Association lobby is, has been, and 
will be, I believe President Kennedy's 
proposal for hospital and nursing home 
care for the elderly under social security 
will be enacted into law before the 88th 
Congress adjourns. Like social security 
retirement payments, hospital care will 
be made available to all persons 65 or 
older, as a matter of right, not as a 
charity handout. 

This proposal will in no way alter or 
affect the traditional doctor-patient re
lationship. I would never advocate any 
change in the freedom we Americans en
joy to be attended by doctors of our 
choice, or in the doctor's freedom to se
lect his patients and determine for him
self all the details of his treatment. 
Furthermore, every effort has been made 
in writing this legislation to assure that 
there will be a minimum of Government 
activity in the operation of this program. 

Mr. President, this proposal was de
feated in the Senate by two votes last 
year. We will not go back. There are 
votes in the Senate now to pass the ad
ministration's medicai'e program. We 
will go forward and improve upon and 
liberalize the social security system, of 
which we are all so proud today. 

SUPPORT CIVIL RIGHTS FOR ALL 
AMERICANS 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
along with other Democratic Senators 
from Northern States, I attended a Dem
ocratic leadership conference. Attor
ney General Kennedy and others dis
cussed the administration program for 
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civil rights ·legislation. I expressed my
self as supporting the administration 
civil rights program, including ending 
forthwith discrimination in all public 
facilities, including · restaurants and 
motels; accelerating integration in pub
lic schools; compelling registration of 
Negro citizens desirous of voting; and 
according full civil rights to all citizens, 
regardless of color. At that time I 
stated, as I state today, that there can 
be no compromise on the issue of civil 
liberties and civil rights for all Ameri- . 
cans. 

It is most unfortunate that 100 years 
after the Emancipation Proclamation 
there are in certain sections of the 
country violations of the law as laid 
down by the Supreme Court. 

Mr. President, I am happy to be a 
cosponsor of the civil rights bills which 
were introduced today. Although I, 
along with others, hope for adjournment 
of this session of Congress in Septem
ber or October, we will probably be 
extending Christmas greetings to our 
colleagues here in Washington. How
ever, I feel that it is of the utmost im
portance that we remain here and have 
this question fully · and thoroughly de
bated at length in this Chamber, even 
though this may later on result in pro
longed sessions. Then, after the issues 
have been fully and fairly debated and 
after all Senators have been given an 
opportunity to express tbeir views, I, for 
one, will, if necessary, vote to terminate 
any prolonged debate--any long con
tinuing filibuster by voting in favor of 
cloture, as I did on two occasions in May 
of last year. 

ARTS AND THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. ·President, the re
port on "The Arts and the National Gov
ernment" which August Heckscher has 
just submitted to the President is un
doubtedly one of the major qocuments 
in this :field. I am especially gratified 
by the report because it also gives recog
nition to a long-standing effort in arts 
legislation which I have made, going back 
to 1948, and which is represented in the 
present Congress by a bill I joined the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY] in introducing. In short, my 
views and those of the Senator from 
Minnesota and those of others are com
bined in the one bill, which calls for a 
National Arts Fonndation, which Mr. 
Heckscher describes as the natural 
crowning step in a national cultural 
policy. 

The wonderfully creative .step taken 
by Mr. Heckscher, who is a New Yorker 
and a constituent of mine as well as a 
personal friend, not only is the most 
comprehensive summary of the Federal 
Government's present activities in the 
arts since the report of the Fine Arts 
Commission many years ago, but it also 
fairly sparkles with creative ideas and 
recommendations for improving pro
grams, procedures, and artistic results. 

As the President's Special Consultant 
on the Arts, Mr. Heckscher pioneered in 
a new fnnction with extraordinary suc
cess. Recognizing that the Govern-

ment's role.must remain supplementary., .. 
he pointed out nevertheless that the 
Government's impact on the arts at the 
present time under current programs is 
considerable and can be made stronger 
and better without necessarily incurring 
particularly greater expenditures. In
deed, if Mr. Heckscher's recommenda
tions were to be acted upon, substantial 
economies might conceivably be effected 
in our building program by giving more 
attention to standards of good art. The 
principles of good art should also be ap
plied to roadbuilding and landscaping 
as well as architecture, to airports as well 
as Embassies, to medals, stamps, posters, 
and typography, to the photographic and 
film projects of the Department of De~ 
fense and the Department of Agricul
ture, and to a whole host of Govern
ment activities which we do not usually 
relate to the visual or performing . arts. 

In this, Mr. Heckscher is expressing, 
in my view, the finest attributes of our 
civilization and what they mean in terms 
of satisfaction to our people; and he is 
entitled to great support and praise for 
the fine job he has done. 

The report has already been placed in 
the RECORD by the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELL]; so I confine my re
marks to comments upon it. 

The core of the report is the proposal 
for the establishment of the President's 
Advisory Cotmcil on the Arts. Here, too, 
although I have felt that this step would 
be time-consuming, and believe that we 
could move directly into the Arts Foun
dation idea, which is ftmdamentally 
premised on giving supplementary gov
ernmental aid in the nonprofit field to 
both the performing arts and the visual 
arts, in order to reach parts of the conn
try which are not now reached with such 
performances and exhibits, nevertheless, 
because I believe it important that we 
move expeditiously in this field, I wel
come even the first step, which is the 
Advisory Council on the Arts. 

I have done my best to bring to the 
President suggestions for membership on 
the Council which I believe would most 
effectively promote this work and give it 
the broadest possible consensus of Amer
ican society; and I am sure the Presi
dent will make good choices. 

I urge that when the Advisory Council 
is formed, it move immediately, as Mr. 
Heckscher in his magnificent report has 
suggested, into the area of recommending 
for the Nation a program which really 
will represent an embodiment of the 
Nation's cultural progress arid will bring 
to bear upon our leisure time, our recrea~ 
tional activities, and our ·spiritual and 
cultural development the tremendous 
values which exist in our country. Such 
a program also will enabl(; us-far better 
than we do today-to meet the challenge 
of the Communists' cultural ideas in the 
world, on which they are spending great 
amounts of money for their propagation 
and which represent the key aspect of 
their activities, which are designed to 
"bury" the free world. 

In emphasizing the enormous influence 
on American art that the Government 
exerts through its manifold activities, 
Mr. Heckscher has performed an in
valuable service to the American people. 

His report, which is also his -valedictory, . · 
offers guidelines to the new Advisory 
Council on the Arts, which has just been 
established by Presidential Executive 
order. These guidelines give it the op
portunity to influence the whole direc
tion of the role of art in Government 
programs. The announcement of the 
establishment of the President's Advisory 
Council on the Arts contains in itself the 
potential of a large step forward toward 
a comprehensive program to implement 
our national responsibility in the arts. 
It is a real recognition by the Federal 
Government of the tremendous renas
cence of the arts which has been taking 
place throughout the country. 
· No one who recognizes the prestige 

and international impact of the arts in 
projecting American civilization will seek 
to minimize the importance of this re
port and the :part that the Advisory 
Council can play. I am especially 
pleased to point out also the emphasis 
placed in the report on the establish
ment of a National Arts Foundation, 
such as I have sponsored in the Congress, 
which Mr. Heckscher describes as "the 
logical crowning step in a national cul
tural policy," and his support for the ob
jectives which such a Foundation would 
make possible. I shall continue to work 
for the creation of a U.S. Arts Founda
tion in order to bring the arts to our 
people in areas of the country not now 
effectively reached, and I hope that the 
new Advisory Conncil will address itself 
promptly to this problem. Although Mr. 
Hecksher has resigned as the Presi
dent's special consultant, after having 
remained in the post for longer than he 
had originally intended to stay, we shall 
not entirely lose the benefit of his coun
sel and guidance, for I am happy to note 
that he has consented to serve on the 
new Advisory Council. We need his help 
in formulating and developing the role 
of the Federal Government in the arts 
which he has so brilliantly summarized 
in his report. 

I hope very much that the American 
people will take this proposal most se
riously. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
feature on the subject which was pub
lished in the New York Times, June 17. 

There being no objection the feature 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ARTS COUNCILS ARISE IN 13 STATES--GAIN IN 

LEISURE AND KENNEDY BACKING SPUR MOVE
MENT--POSITION ON SUBSIDY VARIES-FED
ERAL INCENTIVE ASKED 

(By Milton Esterow) 
A growing number of State councils on 

the arts, to provide cultural opportunities in 
thousands of communities, are developing 
throughout the Nation. 

Thirteen States, reflecting the national up
surge of interest in the arts, have such 
groups or plan to establish them according 
to a survey by correspondents of The New 
York Times. Most of the councils have been 
formed in the last 3 years. 

The councils are established by State legis
latures to raise artistic standards and in
crease public exposure to all the arts. Some 
use State funds; others believe their main 
duty is to spur private patronage. 

Stimulants to the councils have included 
President Kennedy's support of the arts, the 
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rise ln leisure time a,ncl an incre~ing _respect 
for the role of the arts in . a democratic 
society. · . 

Tlie States that have ·councils or plan them 
are New York, California, New Jersey, Con
necticut, North Carolina, Michigan, Minne.; 
sota, Missouri, Ohio, Nebraska, Nevada, Wash-· 
ington, and Virginia. 

The councils vary from 11 members to 100 
and _include leaders in the aJ::ts and in, busi-
ness. 

WORK iN LOCALITIES 
The councils are stimulating arts activities· 

locally, spurring the establishment of com
munity groups and bringing live perform
ances to people who have never had an 
opportunity to see them. · 

The Federal Advisory Council on the Arts, 
which President Kenn~dy established last 
week, ls expected to stimulate the council 
movement further. - . 

In addition, Senator-JACOB K. JAVITS, of New 
York, and nine other Senators have intro..;· 
duc'ed a bill to grant u'p to $100,000 annually 
to States that have set up· arts councils. 

The bill, first introduced in 1957, is in 
committee. Senator JAVITS said yesterday 
that the bill's chances of coming to the Sen
ate floor were excellent. "Action on the 
floor," he explained, "depends on recommen
dations made by the President's Advisory 
Council." But there is pessimism about the 
bill1s chances of passing the House. 

NO WISCONSIN PROGRAM 
Some Governors believe arts councils are 

not tl:ie responsibility of State governments. 
A number of States are stlll considered 
"cultural dust bowls." 

A correspondEmt of the Times in Wisconsin 
reported: "No State program for support of 
the arts is contemplated here. People are 
struggling to convince the legislature that 
support of schools is a legitimate concern of · 
the State." 

One of the most significant contributions 
is being made by the New York State Coun
cil on the Arts, which was established 3 years 
ago at Governor Rockefeller's request. 

The State council has supported extended 
tours by organizations such as the PhoeniX 
Theater, the New York City Opera Co., and 
the Buffalo Philharmonic. Its budget this 
year is $653,000. 

John H. MacFadyen, the council's execu
tive director, said the council received fre
quent requests from other States for infor
mation on setting up a program. He has 
prepared a guide outlining it. 

"Each State has its particular artistic 
identity, . and to this extent the programs 
that emerge will naturally differ," Mr. Mac
Fadyen said. 

CALIFORNIA AWAITS BILL 
In California, a bill to establish a fine arts 

commission is expected to pass the legisla
ture. The measure, modeled on the New 
York State Council, is supported by Gov. 
Edmund G. Brown. 

Economy has influenced legislators to favor 
State assistance to the arts. Unions af
fected by the movie slump have argued that 
State and community help for theaters would 
ease the Hollywood recession. 

A Connecticut bill creating a State com
mission on the arts was signed into law on 
June 6 by Gov. John Dempsey. The 15 
members will survey public and private cul
tural facilities in the State. 

In New Jersey, Gov. Richard J. Hughes 
recently named an 11-man commission to 
study the arts. Members include the artist, 
Ben Shahn, and the playwright, Selden Rod
man. The State's first cultural center, 
which will cost $6 million, is being built in 
Trenton. It is · sched"Qled for completion 
next year. 

For many years, North Carolina has con
sidered support of the arts a vital concern. 
It owns and supports ·an art gallery in 

Raleigh and has contributed to the North 
Ca~olina Symphony. Orchestra and subsidized. 
outdoor dramwi. 

Tlie General ·Assembly of North carolina; 
· is considering a proposal to appropriate 

$325;000 for a • school for-the performing arts. 
The proposal, strongly supported by Gov. 

Terry Sanfa.rd, is said to have a better-than
even chance .of acceptan,ce. The State school 
for music, .dance, and drama would operate 
at the ·high school and college levels. 

In Missouri, Gov. John M. Dalton named a 
25-member arts committee last December. 
A bill has ·been Introduced In the legislature 
to create a Missouri Council on the Arts. 

In Minnesota, the legislature has rejuve.-. 
nateq a lagging arts program that is ~0 years _ 
old and has passed a State Arts Council bill. 

Kentucky has a varied program-all insti
tuted since 1960. Through the State Coun
cil on Public Higher Education, the State 
contracts with the Louisville Symphony Or
chestra-at $50,000 annually-for perform
ances at State colleges. The Lexington Lit
tle Symphony, backed by State funds, plays 
in small cities in cooperation with local civic 
groups. 

The Kentucky Council of Performing Arts 
was recently set up. 

Michigan established a cultural commis
sion in 1960, and it now has 100 members. 
William E. Stirton, a vice president of the 
University of Michigan who was serving as 
chalr_man, resigned in January, but he has 
continued his interest in the commission's 
activities. 

Mr. Stirton said the commission had 
helped in establishing an artist in resi
dence--a pianist-in Flint, and had en
couraged communities to hold concerts and 
to develop arts centers. 

VmGINIA SUPPORTS THEATER 
In Virginia, the Barter Theater at Abing

don has received an annual appropriation of 
$12,500 to $15,000 for many years. 

The Virginia Museum of Fine Art In Rich
mond sends "artmobiles" with exhibitions 
to cities and towns. The museum helps 
plan programs through a statewide Confed
eration of the Arts established 2 years ago. 

Nebraska created the Council for Ne
braska's Cultural Resources in 1961. Its 
financing has come through private s-qb
scriptions and donations from individuals 
and corporations. 

Dr. Walter Milltzer, chairman of the 
council and dean of the University of Ne
braska's College of Arts and Science, said 
that "at this point the council is a State co
ordinating agency for various local groups in 
cultural pursuits." _ 

In Nevada, Gov. Grant Sawyer is appoint
ing a 10-member committee to determine 
possible steps toward a program. Dr. Craig 
Shepherd, head of the University of Nevada's 
Art Department, will be chairman of the 
council. 

Washington created a State arts council in 
1961, but only $2,000 has been appropriated 
for the next 2 years. 

In Ohio, a bill to create an Ohio Arts Eval
uation Commission to help in determining 
the role of State agencies in the growth of 
the arts is being considered in the legis
lature. 

"It has not yet been conclusively de
termined that new government support for 
the arts wlli be truly effective," Mr. Mac
Fadyen said. "However, I believe that if this 
support develops with sound artistic objec
tives, a significant contribution to the arts 
in America will follow." 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I submit 
this report because it emphasizes that in 
this case we are dealing not with after
noon tea parties, but with hard realities 
of power, culture, the theater, music, and 
other artistic performances, including 
those in the visual arts, and their exhibi-

tion. These represent a major factor in 
the world. All of them depict in ways 
that nothing else can what we have ac-
complished in these ~elds. · 

Therefore, this is a critically impor
tant ann of the American effort to· 
achieve · freedom 1n the world. · I feel 
that this is the first time it is really 
beginning to receive the attention it de
serves to receive. I urge that it be .car
ried through, not with the idea of being 
a parlor enterprise for some very nice 
people, but as being one of the true indi
cations of power and ruccess on the part 
of our society. 

DONOVAN AWARD TO JOHN J. 
McCLoY 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, one of 
our great New Yorkers is John J. McCloy, 
a most distinguished American who has 
served his Nation in many high places, 
and who the other evening was honored 
to receive from an organization known 
as the Veterans of the OSS--the Office 
of Strategic Services-the "Wild Bill" 
Donovan Medal. As General Donovan 
has carried on the great tradition of his 
really heroic life as a soldier and states
man, this organization gives a medal 
annually to a very distinguished Ameri
can whose record of public service is 
deemed to exemplify the major aspects 
of General Donovar.'s own career. I 
know few people in our . country more 
C.eserving of the honor than Jack 
McCloy, as we all know him so affec
tionately. 

Like the general, a veteran of World 
War I, John J. McCloy has served as the 
Assistant Secretary of War during World 
War II, as U.S. High Commissioner for 
Germany, as President Kennedy's coor
dinator of disarmament activities, and 
in 1962 was appointed by President Ken
nedy as Chairman of the Coordinating 
Committee of the U.S. Government in 
connection with the Cuban crisis. In 
private life, Mr. McCloy is chairman of 
the board of directors of the Chase Man
hattan Bank. 

In accepting the William J. Donovan 
Award, Mr. McCloy described his friend 
as he had known him through the years. 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD the address of 
the Honorable John J. McCloy, which 
he delivered at the annual dinner of the 
Veterans of the OSS, in New York City, 
June 5. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: .... 

ADDRESS BY MR. MCCLOY 
I have been honored from time to time 

by awards of varying character, some of 
which have puzzled me as I could see lit
tle justification for my selection. On the 
other hand, there have been some which 
have meant so much to me that I simply 
have cherished them and have been so 
thankful that I was thought of in that con
nection that I have swept modesty aside in 
my delight to receive them. Tonight is one 
of those. Bill Donovan and his friend
ship meant so much to me over the years 
that to possess an award which bears his 
name, given by those who worked with 
him-by people who knew him and know 
me--that it was hard for me not to give 
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the impression, to those who asked if I would 
receive it, that I was unseemingly eager. 

I first met Bill Donovan in the course 
of World War I. I was traveling along the 
line with an old chief of mine who not only 
served in that war but who had fought the 
Indians on the Plains. So short is the 
span Of U.S. history that this man who had 
been in the Indian wars only died relatively 
recently-a considerable time after the close 
of World War II. One of the divisions which 
we visited was the old 42d Rainbow Division, 
then commanded by General Menoher, and 
my chief, whose name was Guy ~reston, had 
been at West Point with Menoher. In the 
course of the visit, he asked Menoher how 
he was getting along with his division. I 
remember Preston called Menoher by his 
West Point nickname, "Minnie," a familiarity 
in which I did not join as at that time I 
was only a lieutenant. Menoher replied that 
his division was getting along fine and if 
it could only continue successfully to con
tain two such extraordinary personalities as 
Douglas MacArthur and "Wild Bill" Dono
van, he did not fear anything that the Ger
mans would throw at him. I remember see
ing both of them then-young, handsome, 
gallant, colorful-they seemed in their ap
pearance to express all that I had ever heard 
about them and everything that was gal
lant and soldierly. Each had the Distin
guished Service Cross and yet, it is signifi
cant that each of them, with all their great 
achievements in that war, had yet to make 
their greatest contribution to their coun
try. Each of them went on to win the 
Medal of Honor and to render such mighty 
service to the winning of World War II. 

I cherish among my possessions a picture 
of Bill Donovan taken at about that time, 
with his helmet cocked slightly on one side 
of his head and though it was not a color 
photograph, you can almost see the blue of 
his penetrating eyes. There is no doubt 
about your being able to see the burning 
spirit of the man. 

There are a number of you here tonight 
who served with him in the AEF. To them, 
I do not need to recall the electric effect the 
mention of his name had among us. 

Father Duffy tells how his personality per
vaded the old 69th Regiment but that per
sonality and his spirit also pervaded the 
whole 42d Division and from that division 
it went out to the entire AEF. 

The tale of his exploits, his drive and his 
courage, went from dug-out to dug-out all 
along the line. There were no orders or 
messages or newspaper or radio broadcasts 
to pass it on-it was all word of mouth. 
What he had done on the Ourcq at St. 
Mihiel and the Argonne was mess talk every
where. Many an officer led his troops better 
and more courageously through merely hav
ing heard the stories of Bill Donovan's en
ergy and courage. 

Homer said of one of his heroes that he 
was the bravest man that had come up un
der the walls of Troy. Maybe Bill was not 
the bravest man on the Western Front but 
he was among the bravest few. But he had 
more than courage-he had foresight and dis
cernment. He saw the need for information 
and intelligence and the folly of attempting 
to face a challenge of the character of 
World War II without an organization 
thoroughly equipped to deal with all the 
ramifications that this need entailed. I like 
to think that I did a few things to help 
smooth his rather rough way toward the 
accomplishment of his objective, but as I 
look back on it now, I wish that I had done 
much more. 

What a man. I used to think in World 
War II that all the Germans and Japanese 
needed to do was to put a tail on Bill 
Donovan and they could quickly identify 
t he area of our next offensive. He ran to 
every fire. You couldn't anymore hold him 

in Washington when an attack was on than 
you could hold in a storm . . 

Bill knew everybody and most everyone 
knew him, but he had an inner quality_ that 
made him at times seem to me to be a rather 
lonely spirit. There· was no one like him; in 
many ways quite unpredictable, unfathom
able. I was at times in turn struck by his 
conviviality and his independence-almost 
his aloofness, but always he was a leader 
and a fighter and a friend. But really how 
uncalled for it is for me to describe Bill 
Donovan's character to a group consisting 
of his widow and his friends and fellow work
ers. It is not only uncalled for but pre
sumptuous. 

Let me just add this: Father Duffy, writ
ing as of the time the 69th was stationed, 
after the close of hostilities in World War I 
at Remagen where another American unit' 
was to cross the Rhine a quarter of a cen
tury later, spoke of the men whom he had 
been associated with in the regiment-some 
dead, others in hospitals or for one reason 
or another, about to leave the regiment. 

"In a very special degree," he wrote, "I am 
going to miss Donovan:• He went on to 
describe in a vivid manner some of his ex
periences with him during the fighting and 
then he ended up by writing, "I liked him 
for his alert mind and just views and ready 
wit, for his generous enthusiasms and his 
whole engaging personality. The richest gain 
I have gotten out of the war is the friend
ship of William J. Donovan." 

In a very special degree all of us continue 
to miss Donovan and so I think you under
stand how much I am warmed by this award 
which will always refresh my memory of the 
ever-vital spirit of this outstanding patriot. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should 

like to supplement the statement which 
I made earlier today on the civil rights 
issue, which is a critically important 
issue before us, and to point out that 
every one of the items recommended 
by the President is an item which many 
of us here have worked on and put for
ward over the years. In the main
though there is at least one exception, 
that is, the so-called public accommoda
tions section-they represent also rec
ommendations of the U.S. Civil Rights 
Commission, which in my opinion has 
more than richly deserved the President's 
recommendation that its life be made 
permanent, as many of us have con
tended. 

We have now come to a day of reckon
ing for the Nation, when the President 
has begun to assume the moral as well 
as the lawful leadership of the whole 
Nation in expressing what must be done 
in legislation in order to give redress to 
grievances of millions of Americans 
which they feel so deeply that they are 
willing to shed their blood in order to 
see them redressed. It must be noted 
that on the very same day there is the 
'funeral at Arlington Cemetery of Med
gar Evers, a martyr in this cause, assas
sinated because of his advocacy of it, in 
a part of our native land which is so 
inhospitable to these ideas that it har
bors such an assassin. 

All these events should not for a mo
ment induce us to forget the tribute 
which is due to Members of this body
my own associates on the Republican 
side as well as those on the Democratic 
side-and to Members of the other body 
who, in and out of season, when the 

issue was not quite the intense cause 
which it now is,- have advocated the 
cause with vigor, dedication, and con
siderable sacrifice. Many of those, in
cluding myself, · have anticipated the 
time when the issue would burgeon into 
a national crisis, and have pointed out 
what a great mistake it is to wait until 
it is upon us, in violent terms, before 
we give some attention to grievances so 
deeply felt by so many millions of Amer
icans merely because their skin happens 
to be of a different color from that of 
the majority. 

The gratification for this day must at 
the same time represent a spirit of ap
preciation to those who have fought so 
hard to bring this -day about, notwith
standing the fact that even now we· have 
overstayed our time on this question. 

I should like also to express a sense 
of dedication for the trials and strug
gles which lie ahead. This Chamber 
will be the scene of a bitter ·battle. I 
have deep confidence that we shall pre
vail, at long last, historically, in imposing 
cloture on a civil rights measure. But it 
will not be easy. Let every Senator 
steel himself to all-night sessions, the 
cots, and that sleepy look on the faces 
of Senators when they come into the 
Chamber three or four times a night to 
answer quorum calls. Then it will really 
be true, as it was in 1957, though we 
did not get out of that exercise what we 
should have in terms of the country's 
security, that they also serve who stay 
at home-home in the Senate Chamber. 

We shall be at home, but we shall be 
serving the great interests of our coun
try, and I think the great interests of 
freedom in the world. Our friends all 
around the world should take great heart 
today from what is happening in this 
Chamber with relation to the President's 
message, the united support which that 
message and the measures following it 
are receiving, and also the spirit of de
termination prevalent in this Chamber 
that this time we will not be turned aside 
or thwarted in our course. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I associate myself with 

the remarks of the Senator from New 
York and point out that if the opponents 
of civil rights legislation make the great 
mistake of seeking to prevent passage of 
the measures against what I am certain 
is the overwhelming will of the great 
majority of the American people, they 
must follow exactly the parliamentary 
procedure the Senator from New York 
has outlined. He and I discussed the 
same subject the other day on the floor 
of the Senate. At that time we both ex
pressed the point of view that we must 
break the filibuster, and that if it de
velops, the filibuster will be broken by 
American public opinion. But to get 
American public opinion pointed toward 
the breaking of a filibuster, the attention 
of the American people must be riveted 
on the Senate. It will be necessary in or
der to do that for the Senate not to keep 
banking hours in connection with the 
·filibuster, but to remain in session week 
in and week out for as many weeks as it 
takes to break the filibuster. That 
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means setting aside all the business of 
the Senate, because when all is said and 
done, in the year 1963 there is no business 
as important to American history as the 
deliverance of constitutional rights to 
all Americans, irrespective of the color 
of their skin. 

Mr. JAVITS. I am very grateful to 
my colleague for his observations which 
are constructive and helpful. My col
league has emphasized what needs to be 
emphasized. 

We shall not only sacrifice time and our 
personal disposition to be with our fam
ilies, but also we shall sacrifice perhaps 
some very pet measures-perhaps even 
measures urgently needed by the coun
try. But it seems to me the Senator is 
entirely correct in saying that the civil 
rights measures must have No. 1 
priority. The President, as I read his 
message, has dedicated not only his head, 
but his heart. He is also dedicating his 
top priority program, displacing tax re
duction. He has made that issue second, 
making civil rights first. Again I ex
press my gratitude to the Senator for his 
statement. 

I yield the floor. 

FIRST AMENDMENT 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, in what appears to be fast be
coming an annual affair, the Supreme 
Court has concluded its 1963 term with 
another controversial first amendment 
decision. The trend toward absolut
ism which has marked the Court's more 
recent approach to the religious guaran
tees has again manifested itself in the 
decisions in Murray against Curlett and 
Schempp against Abington Township 
School District. According to this latest 
pronouncement the reading of a verse 
from the Bible or recitation of the Lord's 
Prayer constitutes a breach of the law 
of the land in that they violate the first 
amendment to the Constitution. 

Dean Griswold, of Harvard, has ob
served; 

Absolutes are likely to be phantoms elud
ing our grasp. Even if we have embraced 
them, they are likely to be misleading. If 
we start from absolute premises, we may 
find that we only oversimplify our problems 
and thus reach unsound results. It may 
well be that absolutes are the greatest hin
drance to sound and useful thought--in law, 
as in other fields of human knowledge • • • 
absolutism • • • is more likely to lead us 
into darkness than to light. 

The spectre of religious sterility raised 
by the absolute construction of the estab
lishment clause in the Regents' Prayer 
case--Engel v. Vitale, 370 U.S. 421 
< 1962) -is now upon us. These decisions 
should be disturbing to all God-fearing 
people everywhere. I am a stanch be
liever in the separation of church and 
state but not in the separation of God 
and government. . The Constitution was 
written and this Governm:mt established 
by men of great religious conviction. 
The faith of the Founding Fathers was 
instilled in them at an early age, and 
permeated every aspect of not only 
their private but also their public lives. 
It is apparent that our children and all 
future generations are to be denied some 
of the religious opportunities which our 

forefathers so zealously sought to protect 
from Government interference. 

As Dean Griswold points out, these 
decisions are based on the erroneous 
assumption that the first amendment was 
designed to effect an absolute divorce
ment of religion from every aspect of 
American public life. A cursory exami
nation of American constitutional history 
indicates that this was never intended 
by the framers of the Constitution. The 
Court recognized this in Zorach v. 
Clauson <343 U.S. 306, 312-313 <1952)) 
wherein it said: 

The first amendment, however, does not say 
that in every and all respects there shall be 
a separation of church and state. Rather, it 
studiously defines the manner, the specific 
ways in which there shall be no concert or 
union or dependency one on the other. That 
is the commonsense of the matter. Other
wise the state and religion would be alien 
to each other-hostile, suspicious, and even 
unfriendly. We find no constitutional re
quirement which makes it necessary for Gov
ernment to be hostile to religion and to throw 
its weight against efforts to widen the effec
tive scope of religious infiuence. 

When the state encourages religious in
struction or cooperates with religious au
thorities by adjusting the schedule of public 
events to sectarian needs, it follows the best 
of our traditions. 

Thomas Jefferson, Mr. President, paid 
eloquent tribute to this tradition when 
he said: 

God who gave us life, gave us liberty. Can 
the liberties of a nation be secured when 
we have removed the conviction that these 
liberties are the gift of God? 

I appreciate the enormous difficulties 
implicit in constitutional interpretation, 
but even this endeavor requires due re
gard to the intent of the framers. Did 
the author of the first amendment com
prehend the result announced earlier this 
week? James Madison, the father of 
that amendment, apprehended it to 
mean that: ~ 

Congress should not establish a religion, 
and enforce the legal observation of it by 
law, nor compel men to worship God in any 
manner contrary to their conscience • • • 
if the word "national" was inserted before 
religion, it would satisfy the minds of the 
honorable gentlemen. He believed that the 
people feared one sect might obtain a pre
eminence, or two combine together, and es
tablish a religion to which they would compel 
others to conform. He thought if the word 
"national" was introduced, it would point 
the amendment directly to the object it was 
intended to prevent. (I Annals of Congress 
73Q-31 (1789-91) .) 

As noted by the late Professor Corwin: 
In short, "to establish" a religion was to 

give it a preferred status, a preeminence, 
carrying with it even the right to compel 
others to conform. But in fact, before 
Madison's proposal was passed by the House 
and went to the Senate it had been changed 
to read: "Congress shall make no law estab
lishing religion, or to prevent the free exer
cise thereof, or to infringe the rights of con
cience"; and in the Senate this proposal 
was replaced by the following formula: "Con
gress shall make no law establishing articles 
of faith or a mode of worship or prohibiting 
the free exercise of religion." That is, Con
gress should not prescribe a national faith, a 
possibility which those States with establish
ments of their own-Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire, Connecticut, Maryland, and 
South Carolina-probably regarded with fully 

as much concern as those which had gotten 
rid of their establishments. And the final 
form of the first amendment, which came 
from a committee of conference between the 
two Houses, appears to refiect this concern. 
(14 Law and Contemp. Prob. 9 (1949) .) 

Joseph Story thought that while the no
establishment clause inhibited Congress 
from giving preference to any Christian 
sect or denomination, it was not intended 
to withdraw the Christian religion as 
such from the protection of Congress. 
Thus, in his "Commentaries on the Con
stitution" he wrote: 

Probably at the time of the adoption of 
the Constitution, and of the amendment to 
it • • • the general, if not the universal, 
sentiment in America was that Christianity 
ought to receive encouragement from the 
state, so far as was not incompatible with 
the private rights of conscience, and the free
dom of religious worship. An attempt to 
level all religions, and to make it a matter of 
state policy to hold all in utter indifference, 
would have created universal disapproba
tion if not universal indignation. (Joseph 
Story, "Commentaries on the Constitution," 
sec. 1874 (1833) .) 

Another constitutional authority of an 
earlier day had the same conception of 
"an establishment of religion." 

Cooley wrote in the "Principles of Con
stitutional Law": 

"By establishment" is meant the setting 
up or recognition of a state church, or at least 
the conferring upon one church of special 
favors and advantages which are denied to 
others. It was never intended by the Con
stitution that the Government should be 
prohibited from recognizing religion, • • • 
where it might be done without drawing any 
invidious distinctions between different re
ligious beliefs, organizations, or sects. 
(Cooley, "Principles of Constitutional Law," 
224-225 (3 ed. 1898) .) 

Justice Holmes, Mr. President, said: 
The life of the law has not been logic; 

it has been experience. (Common Law 1 
(1881) .) 

The American experience in the area 
of religion has been marked by a tolera
tion hitherto unknown in the annals of 
human history. This spark of religious 
freedom has now been raked up in the 
ashes of blind, ironclad, unreasoning, 
legal dogma. 

FOREIGN AID 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, last week 
I announced that I intended to speak 
with some frequency on the floor of the 
Senate during the period of time that 
the foreign aid bill was pending before 
the Foreign Relations Committee of the 
Senate and during the time it would be 
before the Senate itself for debate prior 
to a vote. 

I announced that one of the reasons 
why I would follow that parliamentary 
course of action was that I think it is im
possible, in the limited time we have in 
the hearings before the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, to get across to the 
American people the serious problems in
volved in the proposals of the adminis
tration on foreign aid this year. 

It is important that those of us who 
are going to be called upon to vote on 
this subject matter carry out our trust 
of taking the facts of this issue to the 



11138 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 19 

American people. It is one of the three 
or four most vital issues to the destiny 
of this country that will be considered 
by this Congress. The one we have dis
cussed so much already today, the ques
tion of civil rights, I would put at the 
top of the list, because no matter from 
what angle one looks at the civil rights 
issue, he cannot escape the fact that it 
is of vital importance to the destiny of 
this Nation. 

Thus far, the Foreign Relations Com
mittee has been listening to the admin
istration witnesses in support of the bill. 
It is my evaluation of the testimony to 
date that they have made an exceedingly 
weak case in support of the bill. They 
have dealt for the most part in broad 
generalities. But the time has come for 
us to · examine the foreign aid bill in 
minutia, and present what I am satisfied 
are facts that clearly justify drastic re
ductions in the amount sought by the ad
ministration for foreign aid, and also a 
reduction in the number of countries 
that now receive foreign aid. The ad
ministration witnesses admit the number 
of 107. The Senator from Idaho, in a 
great speech the other day on the floor 
of the Senate, pointed out that, outside 
the Communist bloc, there are only 
eight nations in all the world who are not 
recipients of some form of American for
eign aid. 

The record is clear that since 1946 the 
American taxpayers have made avail
able, in round numbers, $100 billion 
through fiscal year 1963. 

There has been a considerable amount 
of discussion before our committee about 
the problem of loans. Some of the ad
ministration witnesses have countered 
that loans have increased. Our reply is, 
"Not fast enough." 

It is true that 5 years ago some of us 
started strenuous objections to the main
tenance of a foreign aid program of the 
proportions then being asked for. Five 
years ago 95 percent of our aid money 
was grant money and 5 percent loan 
money. We finally whittled the grant 
money down until a few years ago, 65 
percent was grant money and 35 percent 
loan money. 

The administration's bill this year 
would result in approximately the same 
proportion. But, in the opinion of the 
senior Senator from Oregon, that is not 
nearly good enough. Until the ratio is 
somewhere in the neighborhood of 75 
percent loan money and 25 percent grant 
money, the senior Senator from Oregon 
will continue to vote against foreign aid. 

I want to stress this again, because it 
needs to be said over and over again in 
order to get the American people to 
understand the facts. Here, as in the 
case of the civil rights issue, the final 
decision will not be made by the Con
gress of the United States: the final de
cision will be made by American public 
opinion. Members of Congress will dis
cover that fact if they do not know it 
now. If the American public is to render 
an enlightened opinion in regard to the 
form that foreign aid should take, we 
must get the facts to the public, and we 
must answer such arguments as adminis
tration witnesses have been making on 
the subject matter of loans. 

They have been testifying-before our 
committee that there have been some 
increases in loans. But they use gener
alities. They talk about loans. It is 
necessary to ask-and we have been do
ing it-what kind of loans? What 
variety of loans? Of course, there is an 
interesting variety of loans. There are 
hard loans and soft loans. Hard loans 
are loans that are supposed to be paid, 
eventually, in American dollars. Soft 
loans are repaid in terms of foreign cur
rency, available to us only in the country 
of the currency. We can spend that cur
rency in those countries, in most in
stances, only with the permission of the 
country itself. Of course, that is not a 
loan-that is a subterfuge. To talk 
about that kind of financial arrange
ment as a loan, without being very care
ful to qualify it every time the adminis
tration spokesmen talk about loans, is, 
in my judgment, grossly misleading. 

When we talk about loans, the average 
citizen assumes that the American tax
payer is going to get interest. We have 
asked for memoranda giving us a de
tailed account. It is interesting that in 
the formal testimony the administration 
witnesses presented to the committee 
they omitted any analysis of the loans 
themselves. The testimony was notable 
for what it did not say more than for 
what it did say. It was noticeable that 
the testimony failed to point out that a 
very large percentage of loans bear an 
interest rate of three-quarters of 1 per
cent, which, as we said in our cross ex
amination of the witnesses, probably 
does not even cover the service charge 
of the loan. We asked for information 
on that subject, too. We want to know 
exactly what the American taxpayer is 
out of pocket in connection with every 
dollar of foreign aid. 

If a loan is obtained at three-quarters 
of 1 percent interest, the American tax
payer is out of pocket additional millions 
of dollars. Do not forget, hard American 
dollars cannot be loaned to country X, 
Y, or Z at three-·quarters of 1 percent 
without the American taxpayer in fact 
giving a substantial additional amount 
of aid to the country that is the recipient 
of a low interest loan. 

Why? It is because of the operation 
of our monetary system that the Amer
ican taxpayer must pay the cost of the 
use of that money, for the American 
taxpayer, through the Department of 
the Treasury, borrows the money that 
is loaned to a foreign country, and the 
Ame1ican taxpayer, in fact, pays an in
terest charge for the use of that money 
by his own Government. That is a flex
ible figure, but the last one I saw from 
the Treasury Department was that such 
loans cost the American taxpayer 3 Y4 
percent. 

If we are getting no higher than three
quarters of 1 percent in interest from 
a foreign country, it means that we are 
making an additional subsidy grant to 
the country that obtains this kind of 
loan. 

The American people must understand 
that point. I find that as they under
stand it, increasing numbers of them 
share the point of view of those of us 
who are critical of the foreign aid pro
grams. 

It was also brought out in the cross
examination of the administration wit
nesses that there is a grace period on 
many loans for as long as 10 years; that 
is, for 10 years the countries do not have 
to pay a cent in reduction of the prin
cipal. 

We have tried in the Committee on 
Foreign Relations hearings to bring out 
the fact that this creates some very seri
ous psychological barriers in the way of 
the final payment of the loan, and that 
it will create in the opinion of some of 
us a feeling on the part of many nations, 
"Well, eventually they will forgive the 
whole thing; there will not be 10 years 
of grace, but there will be grace in per
petuity; and eventually, we can get a 
final cancellation of the loan." 

As we go around the world, as some 
members of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee do from time to time, we find---: 
at least I have found-the increasing 
impression developing that in many in
stances Uncle Sam probably will not ever 
even attempt to collect the loan. This 
must be stopped. We have a great, 
solemn obligation to protect the financial 
interest of the American taxpayer in our 
foreign aid program; and we have not 
been doing it. 

I make these comments in further ex
planation of why I will follow what in 
some quarters is regarded as an unpop
ular course of action in using this desk 
in the Senate as the medium for dis
seminating factual knowledge to the 
American people about the operation of 
the foreign aid program. 
AID PROGRAM RELATES TO NATO NUCLEAR FORCE 

Mr. President, the debate this year 
over foreign aid foreshadows another in
ternational issue that promises to be 
costly, and, in my opinion, valueless to 
the United States. It is the issue of the 
surface fleet of missile-carrying freight
ers being proposed by the United 
States for the use of NATO. It in
volves another heavy expenditure. It in
volves another subsidy to NATO, at a 
time when most of the NATO countries 
are in better financial position than the 
United St~tes, and when they ought to 
be required to start paying a greater 
share of the burden of protecting free_. 
dom in the world. 

Because West Germany is denied by 
treaty the right to manufacture nu
clear weapons or missiles, and because 
many Europeans fear that the United 
States would not use its domestic-based 
weapons in defense of Europe, the ad
ministration believes that a NATO nu
clear force will accommodate the ob
jections of our allies to the current U.S. 
monopoly over the nuclear forces of the 
Western World. Our proposal calls for 
the manning of these vessels by mixed 
crews from all participating nations; 
neither the crews nor any of the com
ponent forces could be withdrawn from 
NATO command by the contributing 
country. 

This subject was discussed in some 
depth at the recent Ottawa Conference. 
In :irty judgment, that conference bodes 
ill for the United States, if we carry out 
the U.S. proposal for further aid to 
NATO, to which the Ottawa meeting 
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was only a preliminary. Today I direct 
my attention to this particular proposal. 

It stems from a great dilemma fac
ing the United States. On the one hand, 
our allies are more economically and 
politically independent than at any time 
since World Warn; they doubt that they 
should continue to rely completely on the 
U.S. nuclear force for their protection. 
The European members of NATO are im
patient to have nuclear forces of their 
own, that will not be subject to Amer
ican control and American veto. 

On the other hand, the United States 
is anxious to prevent the spread of Inde
pendent nuclear forces. We know that 
so long as only we and the Soviet Un
ion have the nuclear capacity, the pos
sibilities of nuclear war can be con
trolled by our two countries. Once many 
nations have the nuclear capacity, we 
will lose control of the peace or war is
sue, so far as the Western World is con
cerned. 

The answer of the admlnlstratlon 
has, in effect, been an effort to preempt 
nuclear forces by almost literally "buy
ing them up." We know it would be very 
expensive for our European allies to fi
nance the huge development of nuclear 
and missile forces. So we are offering to 
pay 40 percent of the cost of a nuclear 
force under NATO command, with the 
understanding that although they will 
share in its operation, we will continue 
to have a veto over its use. 

We are proposing that the United 
States and Germany each pay 40 percent 
of the cost of this surface fieet, which 
will amount to about $2% billion apiece, 
with Britain scheduled to pay only 10 
percent and all the others the remaining 
10 percent. Moreover, we are trying to 
"sweeten tb.e pot" for the Europeans by 
telling them the freighters will be built 
in their shipyards. Nothing is being said 
about how many will be built in Ameri
can shipyards, which need business 
much more, in many cases, than do the 
Europeans, nor about the further drain 
of U.S. dollars into Europe which this 
will cause. 
UNITED STATES CANNOT CONTROL ALL WESTERN 

NUCLEAR FORCES 

It is my present opinion that the ven
ture will be a failure. It will fail because 
in the end, we not only will have paid 
much more than our share, but we will 
lose control of it, too. The effort to 
maintain complete control over western 
nuclear forces is an impossible objec
tive to achieve. We all recognize the 
fact that it was only possible while the 
United States alone was financially able 
to develop such forces. 

Today, France, Britain, and Germany 
are all capable of developing them alone, 
and certainly on a cooperative basis. 
Right now, France is going ahead with 
her independent nuclear force, and hav
ing nothing to do with the surface fieet 
because of our veto over it. So even if 
we proceed, we still will not accomplish 
our objective of monopolizing western 
nuclear power. 

The only way we can bring France 
into this force and persuade her to give 
up her independent force, is to give up 
our veto. That is why I say that in the 
end we not only wm be paying France's 
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share of this force, but we will lose con
trol of it, too. 
· In short, the whole idea is unsound fi
nancially and militarily for the United 
States. I am sorry to see President Ken
nedy going to Europe to promote some
thing that seems to me so ill-advised. 
However I do not see how he can possi
bly go to Europe and not have this sub
ject matter raised in one or more of his 
conferences. 

The current debate on foreign aid will 
center on the undue share of the military 
burden of the Western World already 
being borne by the United States. We 
must immediately bring home to our 
allies and to the administration that 
there is a limit to what can be bought 
with American money. The time to start 
bringing that home is in the considera
tion of the foreign aid bill. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I may yield 
to the distinguished junior Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GORE] that he may raise 
the point of no quorum, without my los
ing the fioor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee withhold for a 
moment his suggestion of the absence of 
a quorum? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold my request. 
Mr. MORSE. Is this a call for a quo

rum prior to a speech that the distin
guished Senator from Virginia plans to 
make? If so, I shall be delighted to 
join in the request. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The call for the 
quorum will be to enable several Sena
tors who wish to be present when I make 
a brief speech concerning the decision of 

:the Supreme Court on Monday, last, in 
the prayer case, to come to the Chamber. 

Mr. MORSE. I am delighted to know 
that. The only reason why I inquired 
was that I assumed that later in the 
afternoon the President's message on 
civil rights would be read. 

Mr. President, I should like to pro
pound a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in my un
derstanding that in accordance with un
derstandings previously reached today, 
the President's message on civil rights 
will be read to the Senate later this 
afternoon? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL
soN in the chair) . The message is at 
the desk; it has not been read. The 

_Chair does not know what the pleasure 
of the Senate is. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to hear the speech 
-by the Senator from Virginia. Follow
. ing the delivery of that speech, the Sena
tor from Oregon will request that the 
President's message on civil rights be 
read. At that time, I shall suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the 
' Senator from Virginia yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. FONO. The Republican Senators 
are now having a conference on the civil 
rights bill. It is our hope that 1f there 
is to be a call for a live quorum, it wlll 
be deferred until after the conclusion of 
that conference. 
- Mr. ROBERTSON. The call that is 
about to be requested by the Senator 
from Tennessee will not be for a- live 
quorum. 

Mr. GORE. I do not intend to insist 
upon a live quorum. Some Senators 
have expressed a desire to be notified in 
order that they may be present when 
the distinguished Senator from Virginia 
speaks. I am about to renew my sug
gestion of the absence of a quorum; and 
after the call has proceeded for a few 
names, I shall withdraw the request. 

Mr. FONG. Very well. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, .I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE PRAYER CASE DECISION 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the 

decision announced on Monday by the 
U.S. Supreme Court in the prayer cases 
from Pennsylvania and Maryland is so 
·long, so involved, and so contradictory, 
that it is difficult to accurately appraise 
what it actually means. Of course, it 
carries forward the two basic errors of 
the New York prayer case of last year; 
namely, a misinterpretation of the 
meanil:ig of the words "establishment of 
religion" and the application of the due 
process clause of the 14th amendment to 
State laws on the subject of prayers in 

·public schools. 
As I pointed out last year, and as the 

distinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
TALMADGE] so effectively pointed out on 
the NBC television program last Monday 
night, what Jefferson, Madison, and 
other advocates of separation of church 
-and state complained of in colonial days 
was the maintenance by taxation of an 
official state religion. In Virginia, it was 
the Church of England. There can be 
no doubt about the fact that when Madi
son framed the first amendment and 
used the words "establishment of reli
gion," he used them in the sense that 
everyone in his day and time used that 
phrase, mainly to designate a religious 
institution, commonly called a church. 
That interpretation was concurred in by 
the Congress, which shortly after the 
adoption of the first amendment voted 

·to employ Chaplains for the House and 
Senate and for the Armed Forces. Need
less to say, the authority, under the first 
amendment, to spend the taxpayers' 
money to employ a minister to offer offi
cial prayers in the House and in the 
Senate was challenged on the ground 
that it violated the first amendment. By 
a very substantial majority, Congress 
voted against that contention. 

I 
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Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator from Virginia 
yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. I congratulate the 

distinguished Senator from Virginia on 
the speech he is making. I think it is 
both timely and appropriate. 

Is it not true that in determining the 
construction of constitutional amend
ments or statutes or any piece of legis
lation, if there is the slightest contra
diction in the amendment or the statute, 
it is the duty of the courts to go back 
and determine the intent of the framers 
of the constitutional amendment or piece 
of legislation? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is absolutely 
true. Furthermore, all the great writ
ers on the interpretation of the Con
stitution say that one must interpret its 
words in accordance with their meaning 
when they were written in 1787. 

Mr. TALMADGE. The distinguished 
Senator's statement is quite true. 

I am sure he has studied all the vari
ous opinions of the Court in connection 
with this decision. In studying that de
cision, was he not shocked, as I was, 
to find that they went back very little, 
if at all, to the writings of Jefferson and 
Madison, to determine what the first 
amendment meant when it was adopted? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is entirely 
true. 

It may surprise the Senator from 
Georgia when I call as a witness in his 
behalf the distinguished dean of the 
Harvard Law School. That law school 
may not be-as some claim-the great
est one in the world; but certainly it is 
a great law school, and it is known for 
its liberality. Yet Dean Griswold, of 
Harvard Law School, when speaking last 
March to the law class of the University 
of Utah, had this to say about the mis
interpretation by the Court of the words 
involved: 

An institution charged with the role which 
the Supreme Court has successfully filled for 
so many years is entitled to our respect and 
understanding. If one criticizes the Court 
(as people have always done in the past, and 
should continue to do in the future), it 
should be essentially for the purpose of try
ing to contribute to that respect and to 
that understanding. The debt which we all 
owe to the Court is far greater than any in
dividual can repay. Criticism of decisions 
of the Court or opinions of its members 
should be offered as an effort to repay that 
debt, and with the thought that consci
entious criticism may be an aid to the Court 
in carrying out its difficult and essential 
task. It is in that spirit that my remarks are 
offered. 

A TEXT CITED 

A number of years ago I saw in the Satur
day Review a little item which may serve 
as a text for my remarks. 

It reads as follows: 
"In the land of Absolute, where everyone 

and everything is perfect, there is no light 
at night. 

"The annals of the Absolutians record 
that they once discovered the electric light, 
but as is known, the perfect electric light 
burns in a perfect vacuum. 

"Absolute is in the dark." 
Absolutes are likely to be phantoms, elud

ing our grasp. Even if we think we have em
braced them, they are likely to be mislead
ing. If we start from absolute premises, we 

may find that we only oversimplify our 
problems and thus reach unsound results. 
It may well be that absolutes are the great
est hindrance to sound and useful 
thought--in law, as in other fields of human 
knowledge. I would like to suggest that the 
Supreme Court has, in recent years, been en
gaged in certain types of cases, in a species 
of absolutism in its reasoning, which is more 
likely to lead us into darkness than to light. 
It is, I think, a thoroughly unsatisfactory 
form of judging. 

The most extreme form of the absolutist 
posit ion has been taken by Mr. Justice Black, 
particularly in certain extrajudicial pro
nouncements. Thus, in his James Madison 
lecture at New York University, he said: "It 
is my belief that there are 'absolutes' in our 
Bill of Rights, and that they were put there 
on purpose by men who knew what words 
meant and meant their prohibitions to be 
'absolutes.' " 

And he reiterated this, and extended it in 
a publicized interview in which he dealt 
specifically wth the first amendment, which 
you will recall, reads in the following terms: 

"Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof; or abridging the free
dom of speech, or of the press; or the right 
of the people peaceably to assemble, and 
to petition the Government for a redress of 
grievances." 

Justice Black lays great stress on the 
words "no law" in the opening phrase which 
says: "Congress shall make no law.'' Just 
to make it clear that he would not be 
misunderstood, he went on to say that laws 
about libel and slander are invalid. And 
he added: "I have an idea there are some 
absolutes. I do not think I am far in that 
respect from the Holy Scriptures." 

THE NEW YORK CASE 

Within the last year, a case came before 
the Supreme Court which directly involved 
the interpretation and application of the 
first amendment. This was the New York 
school prayer case. Its name is Engel v. 
Vitale. It involved a prayer formulated by 
the State board of regents in New York, and 
recommended by them for use in the schools 
of that State. The prayer, in its entirety, 
was as follows: 

"Almighty God, we acknowledge our de
pendence upon Thee, and we beg Thy bless
ings upon us, our parents, our teachers, and 
our country." 

The Court, in an opinion by Mr. Justice 
Black, held that the reciting of this prayer 
in the public schools of New York violated 
the Constitution. It was, the Court held, 
an "establishment of religion," forbidden by 
the first amendment. Five of his colleagues 
joined with him. Mr. Justice Stewart dis
sented. Justice Douglas wrote a concurring 
opinion which, though differing some in his 
reasoning, showed the absolutist approach. 
He recounted all of the ways in which gov
ernmental bodies now finance some activity 
with a religious element or overtcne: Chap
lains in both Houses and in the armed serv
ices; compulsory chapel at the service acad
emies, and religious services in Federal 
hospitals and prisons: religious proclama
tions by the President: "In God we trust" on 
our money; Bible reading in the schools of 
the District of Columbia; and many other 
things, including exemption from the Federal 
income tax and postal privileges for religious 
organizations. All of this is bad, according 
to Justice Douglas. After recognizing that 
"Our system at the Federal and State levels 
is presently honeycombed with" such things, 
he said, summarily, and absolutely: "Never
theless, I think it is an unconstitutional un
dertaking whatever form it takes.'' It's as 
simple as that. They are all bad. And per
haps they are if the absolutist approach to 
such matters can be accepted as sound. 
These are the lengths to which absolutism 
takes us. 

LOOK AT THE WORDING 

But is it all as clear as this? Do words 
convey such positive and overpowering 
meaning? Is there no room whatever for 
thought or consideration? Perhaps it would 
be worthwhile just to look carefully at the 
words of the first amendment, in all its 
majesty. I wm not yield to any Justice of 
the Supreme Court in my respect for those 
words, or, in my conception of their im
portance not merely in our history but in 
their present function and worth in helping 
us to preserve a free Nation. But what do 
they say? "Congress shall make no law." 

Congress had made no law in the Engel 
case; no law of Congress was in any way 
involved. 

What is it that Congress can make no law 
about? It is an establishment of religion. 
What does that term mean? That takes 
some construing, too. Certainly there was 
much history behind the phrase. Not only 
did England (and Scotland) have an estab
lished church, but there were established 
churches in a number of the States at the 
time the first amendment was adopted. 
And they were something very different from 
a regents' recommended prayer. It takes a 
measure of construction to bring this prayer 
within the no-establishment clause. "No 
law" may well mean no law. 

But "establishment of religion" might 
mean establishment of religion; and those 
who wrote the establishment of religion 
clause might be rather perplexed by the use 
which has been made of it in 1962. "No 
law" means no law. It is as simple as that-
that is, if one ignores the other words which 
are involved in the task, such as "Congress," 
"establishment of religion," "the free exer
cise thereof," and "deprive any person of 
life, liberty, or property without due process 
of law." I do not say that these are mean
ingless words. I do suggest they are words 
which require construction, which are by no 
means absolute in form or content, and that 
to ignore them under the guise of the ab
solutist approach is to fail to recognize and 
perform the most significant and fundamen
tal part of the task of judging. 

UNFORTUNATE MOVE 

Let me now turn to another aspect of the 
matter. I think it was unfortunate that the 
question involved in the Engel case was ever 
thought of as a matter for judicial decision 
that it was unfortunate that the Court de~ 
cided the case, one way or the other, and 
that the unhappy situation resulted solely 
from the absolutist position which the Court 
has taken. 

What do I mean by this? I have in mind 
at least two separate lines of thought. One 
is the fact that we have a tradition, a spir
itual and cultural tradition, of which we 
ought not to be deprived by judges carrying 
into effect the logical implications of ab
solutist notions not expressed in the Con
stitution itself, and surely never contem
plated by those who put the constitutional 
provisions into effect. The other is that 
there are some matters which are essentially 
local in nature, important matters, but 
nonetheless matters to be worked out by the 
people themselves in their own communities, 
when no basic rights of others are impaired. 

First, as to the long tradition. Is it not 
clear as a matter of historical fact that this 
was a Christian Nation? Are the Mayflower 
Compact, Ann Hutchison, Cotton Mather, 
Jonathan Edwards, and William Penn, and 
many others, no part of our history? It is 
true that we were a rather remarkable Chris
tian Nation, having developed a tolerance in 
matters of religion which was at once vir
tually unique and a tribute to the men of 
the 17th and 18th centuries who developed 
the type of thought which came to prevail 
here. But this was not a purely humanistic 
type of thought. Nor did it deny the im
portance and significance of religion. 
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PROVISIONS OF SWEEP 

It is perfectly true that the first amend
ment forbade Congress to pass any law "re
specting an establishment of religion or pro
hibiting the free exercise thereof." These 
are great provisions, of great sweep and basic 
importance. But to say that they require 
that all trace of religion be kept out of any 
sort of public activity is sheer invention. 
Our history is full of these traces: Chap
lains in Congress and in the Armed Forces, 
chapels in prisons, "in God we trust" on our 
money, to mention only a. few. Must all of 
these things be rigorously extirpated in order 
to satisfy a constitutional absolutism? 

Does our deep-seated tolerance of all re
llgions--or, to the same extent, of no re
ligion-require that we give up all religious 
observance in public activities? Why should 
it? It certainly never occurred to the Found
ers that it would. It is hardly likely that it 
was entirely accidental that these questions 
did not even come before the Court in the 
first 150 years of our constitutional history. 
I do not believe that the contentions now 
made would occur to any man who could 
free himself from an absolute approach, to 
the problem. 

MATTERS FOR COMMUNITIES 

Now let me turn to the other point-that 
there are some matters which should be 
settled on the local level, in each community, 
and should not become great Supreme Court 
cases. The prayer involved in the Engel case 
was not compulsory. As the Supreme Court 
itself recited, no pupil was compelled "to 
join in the prayer over his or his parents' 
objection." This, to me, is crucial. If any 
student was compelled to join against his 
conviction, this would present a serious and 
justiciable question, akin to that presented 
in the flag salute case. The Supreme Court 
did not give sufficient weight to this fact, 
in my opinion, and relied heavily on such 
things as the history of the Book of Com
mon Prayer, which, under various acts of 
Parliament, was compulsory on all. 

COMMUNITY DETERMINATION 

Where there is no compulsion, what hap
pens if these matters are left to the deter
mination of each community? In New York, 
this determination was made by the elected 
authorities of the school district. It was, 
indeed, a fact that a large number of the 
school districts in New York did not adopt 
the so-called regents' prayer. Where such 
a decision was reached, there can surely be 
no constitutional objection on the ground 
that it was a decision locally arrived at, or 
that it amounts to an "establishment" of 
"no religion." But, suppose that in a par
ticular school district, as in New Hyde Park, 
it was determined that the prayer should 
be used as a part of the opening exercises 
of the school day. Remember that it is not 
compulsory. No pupil is compelled to par
ticipate. Must all refrain because one does 
not wish to join? This would suggest that 
no school can have a pledge of allegiance to 
the flag if any student does not wish to join. 

This is a country of religious toleration. 
That is a great consequence of our history 
embodied in the first amendment. But does 
religious toleration mean religious sterility? 
I wonder why · it should be thought that 
it does. This is a Christian country, in ori
gin, history, tradition, and culture. It was 
out of Christian doctrine and ethics, I think 
it can be 'Said, that it developed its notion 
of toleration. No one in this country can 
be required to have any particular form 
of religious belief, and no one can suffer 
legal discrimination because he has or does 
not have any particular religious belief. But 
does the fact that we have officially adopted 
toleration as our standard mean that we must 
give up our history and our tradition? The 
Moslem who comes here may worship as he 
pleases, and may hold public office without 
discrimination. That is as it should be. 

But why should it follow that he can re
quire others to give up their Christian tradi
tion merely because he is a tolerated and 
welcomed member of the community? 

CULTURAL HERITAGE 

Though we have a considerable common 
cultural heritage, there have always been 
minority groups in our country. This, I am 
sure, has been healthy and educational for 
all concerned. We have surely gained from 
having a less homogeneous population. Of 
course, the rights of all, especially those of 
minorities, must be protected and preserved. 
But does that require that the majority, 
where there is such a majority, must give 
up its cultural heritage and tradition? 
Why? 

Let us consider the Jewish child, or the 
Catholic child, or the nonbeliever, or the 
Congregationalist, or the Quaker. He, either 
alone, or with a few or many others of his 
views, attends a public school, whose school 
district, by local action, has prescribed the 
regents• prayer. When the prayer is recited, 
if this child or his parents feel that he can
not participate, he may stand or sit, in re
spectful attention, while the other children 
take part in the ceremony. Or he may leave 
the room. It is said that this is bad, because 
it sets him apart from other children. It is 
even said that there is an element of com
pulsion in this-what the Supreme Court 
has called an indirect coercive pressure upon 
religious minorities to conform. 

But is this the way it should be looked at? 
The child of a nonconforming or a minority 
group is, to be sure, different in his beliefs. 
That is what it means to be a member of a 
minority. Is it not desirable and educational 
for him to learn and observe this, in the at
mosphere of the school-not so much that 
he is different, as that other children are 
different from him? And is it not desir
able that, at the same time, he experiences 
and learns the fact that his difference is tol
erated and accepted? No compulsion is put 
upon him. He need not participate. But 
he, too, has the opportunity to be tolerant. 
He allows the majority of the group to follow 
their own tradition, perhaps coming to 
understand and to respect what they feel is 
significant to them. 

SPmiTUAL EXPERIENCE 

Is this not a usefUl and valuable and edu
cational and, indeed, a spiritual experience 
for the children of what I have called the 
majority group? They experience the values 
of their own culture; but they also see that 
there are others who do not accept those 
va_lues, and that they are wholly tolerated in 
their nonacceptance. Learning tolerance for 
other persons, no matter how different, and 
respect for their beliefs, may be an impor
tant part of American education, and wholly 
consistent with the first amendment. No one 
would think otherwise were it not for parents 
who take an absolutist approach to the prob
lem, perhaps encouraged by the absolutist 
expressions of justices of the Supreme Court, 
on and off the bench. 

It is appropriate here to say something 
about the problems of the Sunday law cases. 
Because of the absolutist approach, these 
cases were very hard for the court, when I 
think they should have been quite easy-as 
is evidenced, I believe, by the fact that no 
such question was ever raised for 150 years 
after the adoption of the first amendment. 
It is true that many of the State statutes 
were ·a hodgepodge, full of inconsistencies 
and contradictions. But it is perfectly plain 
that the observance of Sunday has religious 
roots and origins. This is equally plain as to 
the observance of Christmas and Thanksgiv
ing. Is that bad? Are these things not all 
part of our history, our culture, our heritage, 
our tradition? Must we give them all up 
because of a newly found absolutist appro~ch 
to a problem which ca~not possibly b_e re
solved wisely in absolutist terms? 

THE DAY OF REST 

A day of rest is very deeply seated in all 
societies. Generally, as in our culture, it 
has an origin which is at least partially reli
gious. But it has a wider basis than that. 
And it is a thing, good in itself, which loses 
much of its good unless it is observed by all 
on the same basis. If a majority of the peo
ple want to observe Sunday as a day on 
which ordinary work is not performed, even 
though there may be some religious motiva
tion in picking that day, I find it hard to see 
that there is anything wrong or oppressive in 
making that law applicable to all members 
of the community-as long as the persons 
who do not care to observe Sunday them
selves are not compelled to do anything. 

Cannot much the same thing be said for 
Thanksgiving and Christmas, and Christmas 
carols in the school, and simple, thought
fully chosen Bible readings, and Christmas 
decorations in public places, and all the 
many other things which are a happy part 
of the culture and tradition of a large por
tion of our society? 

TOLERATION BY MINORITIES 

In a country which has a great tradition 
of tolerance, is it not important that minor
ities, who have benefited so greatly from 
that tolerance, should be tolerant, too, as 
long as they are not compelled to take amrm
ative action themselves, and nothing is done 
which they cannot wait out, or pass respect
fully by, without their own personal partici
pation, if they do not want to give it? Is 
it not a travesty that we have brought our
selves, through an essentially thought.:. 
denying absolutist approach, to the point 
where such things as chaplains in our pris
ons, or chapels in our military academies, 
can be seriously and solemnly raised as 
threats to the religious freedom which is 
guaranteed by the first amendment-as 
made applicable to the States, in very gen.:. 
eral terms, by the 14th amendment? In say
ing this, I am fully mindful of the rights of 
those who have or profess no religion, and 
who are surely entitled to the same respect 
as anyone else-and should themselves give 
the same respectful regard to the rights of 
other citizens, accepting reasonable arrange
ments made in this area by the majority, 
with no compulsion on them to participate. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia is 
entirely correct; and I think Dean Gris
wold, of Harvard Law School, in that in
stance also was entirely correct. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
there is no doubt that the Senator from 
Georgia is correct, and that Dean Gris
wold was correct in stating that the Su
preme Court has simply ignored the 
ordinary meaning of the words used, and 
has deliberately misconstrued their 
meaning, both in the case decided last 
year, and in the Pennsylvania and Mary
land cases decided this summer. 

Of course, logic is reduced to a farce 
when the Supreme Court holds that if a 
schoolchild reads a sentence from the 
Bible or if the class joins in the recitation 
of the Lord's Prayer, and attendance at 
such exercises is not compulsory, it is an 
exercise of religion which amounts to the 
establishment of a religious institution, 
namely, a church, but that when tax
payers' money is appropriated for the 
employment of ministers who, under the 
law are required to offer a prayer at the 
opening each day of both the House and 
the Senate, that is not a religious exer
cise, but simply is a ceremony. 

Not ffil!JlY Senators were present today 
when our Chaplain, Dr. Harris, complied 
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with that law. He is a Government of
ficial, and he is paid with the taxpayers' 
money. Whenever we meet, he is re
quired to pray. I thought his prayer to
day was a very appropriate and very ef
fective one. He prayed as follows: 

Our Father, God, in whose merciful, yet 
just hands is the destiny of Thy children, 
and whose final appraisals we, who see but 
through a glass darkly, cannot discern clear
ly, help us to live and act as if each new 
day were to be the last with which we 
would be entrusted with the stewardship of 
life, knowing that-

"The busy tribes of fiesh and blood 
With all their cares and fears, 

Are carried downward by the flood 
And lost in following years." 

Yet, as life on this brief earth stage is 
granted us, save us from living on a small 
scale in a great day, and from toying with 
the tiny when we ought to be lured by the 
titanic. 

In tempestuous days, in the midst of 
flaming national agitations, grant us the 
calm wisdom that will perpetuate for all the 
future the vision of unity in diversity, which 
is the pulsing heart of free government. 

Even amid the fierce fires of national and 
global contention and division, may all bar
riers to brotherhood be burned away, as 
we-as citizens of one commonwealth
choose for the ruling passion of our hearts 
to do justly, to love mercy, and to walk 
humbly with Thee, our God. 

In the dear Redeemer's Name we ask it. 
Amen. 

The Supreme Court has said that 1s 
not a religious exercise, but is a cere
mony so inconsequential, from a religious 
standpoint, that it is beneath the notice 
of the Court; and the Court has said it 
will not pay any attention to it. 

Surely we could have that prayer. 
Yet the children in New York cannot 
offer a little prayer. In New York it was 
voluntary with each school board wheth
er or not the prayer should be offered, 
and they only asked God to bless the 
·country, to bless their parents, and to 
bless their teacher and their school. 
But, no. That was a religious exercise 
which had to be prohibited. We can 
meet here and pay a distinguished min
ister of the Methodist Church taxpayers' 
money, and yet New York school boards 
could not permit a prayer which blessed 
the children's parents, the Nation, and 
their teacher. That is reducing logic to 
an absurdity. 

What I wish to point out today is, 
first, the Court has continued to mis
construe the meaning of the first amend
ment, and, secondly, it has continued to 
abuse the due process clause of the 14th 
amendment by applying it to State laws 
relating to school prayers just as it 
abused it when it was applied to the 
question of segregation in public schools. 

I criticize no minister of the gospel 
who approves the recent ruling of the 
Court because it emphasizes the fun
damental principle of separation of 
church and state. I believe in and en
dorse that principle as strongly as any
one and I, of necessity, realize that when 
lawyers disagree concerning the interpre
tation of the Constitution, we should not 
expect ministers of the Gospel to take 
into consideration that phase of the issue 
confronting us. 

As the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
TALMADGE] has so effectively pointed out, 

the first amendment provides Congress 
shall make no law, and so forth, and the 
answer, of cvurse, is Congress has not 
done so. He also pointed out the fact 
that Congress should make no law to 
prohibit the free exercise of religion and 
that, of course, includes the Supreme 
Court. But, when the Supreme Court 
prohibits a group of children· from ei
ther reading a passage of Scripture or 
reciting the Lord's Prayer as an evidence 
of their belief in God, it has passed a 
law which prohibits the free exercise of 
religion as contemplated by the first 
amendment. State aid to religion is one 
thing. A roadblock thrown by a State 
agency is another. 

There is one definite holding in the 
Pennsylvania and Maryland cases which 
frankly surprised me, but I am not sure 
the Court will not subsequently reverse 
its position on that phase of the matter. 

The Court claims that its holdings in 
the three prayer cases do not prohibit 
the teaching of the Bible as history or 
literature in public schools. Personally, 
I have never favored any State legisla
tion on the subject, but I have taken the 
position, first, that the reading of Scrip
ture in the schools was beyond the reach 
of the Federal Government and, second
ly, that the study of the Bible in the 
schools was under the exclusive jurisdic
tion of the States. Previous Court deci
sions have prohibited the study of the 
Bible in public schools, and in no State 
is such study now included during regu
lar school hours. Yet, the Supreme 
Court in the two prayer cases says that 
one's education is not complete with
out such a study. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I am glad to 
yield. 

Mr. TALMADGE. In effect, did not 
the Court hold that religion could be 
studied along with ancient Greek my
thology and in the same category? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes, provided it 
was not called teaching the Christian 
religion. If it is called history, if its 
influence on civilization is shown, or if 
it involves the question of whether or not 
Job was scientifically accurate in his 
statement about the power of God some 
3,000 years ago, that would be all right, 
provided, the Court said, it were done 
in an objective way. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not also true 

that under the decisions the Court 
handed down on Monday of this week it 
is legal to use God's name irreverently in 
the school and illegal to use it reverently? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is what it 
adds up to. That is the holding accord
ing to the leading editorial of today's 
issue of the Wall Street Journal. The 
decision would make us a godless nation. 
I should like to read that editorial. It 
is as follows: 

IMAGINED DANGERS AND REAL ISSUES 

Of all the dangers to a free society of 
which our forefathers were fearful, and 
against which they sought to safeguard the 
people in the Constitution, the one that 
time has proved of no danger is that the 
state would prescribe a religious belief. 

In our history we have had many consti
tutional crises, some of which nearly tore 
the country apart. We are torn today by a 
constitutional issue, that of the treatment 
of our Negro citizens, which will require the 
utmost efforts of great minds to resolve with
out lasting political wounds. 

But nowhere in our history will you find 
any serious threat by any church or sect to 
seize the state or to persuade the state to 
use its powers to establish it as the state 
religion. 

This elementary fact of our history, quite 
apart from all of the philosophical argu
ments, seems to us to make absolute non
sense of the Supreme ·eourt's decision about 
Bible readings in the public schools. A more 
ponderous effort upon a more trivial issue 
h as rarely, if ever, emerged from the robed 
men who sit upon that Bench. 

This is not to say that the result of the 
decision is trivial, or that its consequences 
do not now raise grave questions. For what 
the Supreme Court has done, in the name 
of protecting us from the establishment of 
religion by the state, is to establish secu
larization-atheism, if you would have it 
bluntly-as the one belief to which the 
state's power will extend its protection. 

Thus if you believe-in the God of the Jews, 
the God of the Christians, ·or the God of 
Islam, you are denied absolutely ·any pub
lic expression of it in the schools which the 
public supports. Hereafter the views of the 
nonbeliever alone are sheltered by the full 
panoply of the state's police powers. 

The legal and philosophical answer to this 
interpretation of the Constitution, it seems 
to us, has been well put by Mr. Justice 
Stewart. " We err * * * if we do not recog
nize, as a matter of history and as a matter 
of the imperatives of our free society, that 
religion and government must necessary in
teract in countless ways." He cites example 
after example of the interaction-from the 
use of prayer in the opening of courts and 
Congress to the state support of chaplains 
to minister to those in the Armed Forces 
who, of their own choice, seek such ministry. 

And he puts his finger surely upon the 
specious argument of Government "neutral
ity" about religion. The duty of the state 
is to "accommodate those differences" of 
belief :Which a free society makes inevitable, 
not to try to set up "impermissible cate
gories" and so throw its weight against those 
who may desire public expression of their 
beliefs. 

"A compulsory State educational system so 
structures a child's life,'' he observes, "that 
if religious exercises are held to be impermis
sible in schools, religion is placed at an arti
ficial and State-created disadvantage." In 
short, not neutrality but State action against 
religion. 

Yet much as we share Justice Stewart's 
views, it is not alone the philosophy of the 
Court majority that troubles us. Surely it 
is a distortion of the Constitution to suggest 
that when the Founding Fathers put into it 
the prohibition against "the establishment of 
religion" they were aiming even distantly at 
a prohibition against the reading of Scrip
ture or of prayers in public bodies, including 
the schools. To them "establishment" meant 
literally setting up · a state religion. 

It is certainly a distortion of the views 
of such men as Madison and Jefferson and 
Roger Williams to suggest that their devo
tion to religious liberty is somehow the seed 
of the the view to which this Court has now 
come, depriving people of the liberty to ex
press their religious views openly in the 
school. 

And what are we to make of it when this 
Court, in order to buttress this opinion, re
minds us of the danger "that powerful sects 
* * * might bring about a fusion of gov
ernmental and religious functions"? Are we 
to suppose that this danger, rightly guarded 
against by the Constitution, is somehow now 
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threatened because schoolchildren hear the 
Bible read? . · · 

Apparently so. For in warning us against 
this "minor encroachment" against the Con
stitution, the Court thunders that "the 
breach of neutrality that is today a trickling 
stream may all too soon become a raging 
torrent." Here, without doubt, .is upside
down logic. For if there has been any con
sistent trend in our religious history, it is 
that what might once have been described 
as a raging torrent of religious intolerance 
has become by comparison a trickling stream. 

It is this disparity between argument and 
reality, between cause and remedy, that 
troubles us in the Court's decision. Perhaps 
it is undesirable public policy-although we 
do not think so--to provide a moment of 
prayer, or a brief reading of the Scriptures, 
in a school whose purpose is to teach the 
ideas upon which Western society is based. 

But it is wholly ridiculous to argue that 
this practice, followed by generation after 
generation without injury to our institutions, 
is now suddenly become a thing to under
mine the Republic and demand the most 
absolute prohibitions against it in the name 
of the Constitution. 

And it does not augur well for the future 
to see our highest judges torture history and 
turn metaphysical handsprings to justify 
that which they wish to decide. In the real 
Constitutional issues which face the Nation 
today we should not have to fear that small 
minds will be brought to great questions. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to my 
friend from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I should like to read 
a brief excerpt from James Reston's 
column in today's issue of the New York 
Times. Apparently Mr. Reston thinks 
that when the decision is understood it 
will be all right. Nevertheless, I desire 
to read a quotation from Lord Bryce 
which he includes in his column: 

"One is startled by the thought," Lord 
Bryce wrote in the American Commonwealth 
80 years ago, "of what might befall this huge 
yet delicate fabric of laws and commerce, 
and social institutions were the foundations 
it has rested on to crumble away * * * 

"It is an old saying that monarchies live 
by honor and republics by virtue. The more 
democratic republics become, the more the 
masses grow conscious of their own power, 
the more do they need to live, not only by 
patriotism, but by reverence, and self-con
trol, and the more essential to their well
being are those sources whence reverence 
and self-control flow." 

Mr. ROBERTSON. In my history 
course I studied Lord Bryce's Common
wealth. There could not be a more fun
damental proposition than that a de
mocracy rests upon democratic people 
who practice self-discipline and control. 
There is an old English adage which 
states that "a law never rises above its 
enforcement." It goes beyond that. A 
law never rises above the moral level of 
the people for whom it is to be applied. 

Lord Bryce said that in our unique 
experiment, in which we are to have a 
maximum of freedom, we must exercise 
such freedom with self -control. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. And reverence. 
Mr. -ROBERTSON. And reverence. 

Where do we get the doctrine of a good 
neighbor? Where do we get the Golden 
Rule? Where do we get the Sermon on 
the Mount, or the concept of meekness, 
justice, and fairness. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. In effect he said 
·that great pains must be taken to make 
certain that the sources from which we 
derive reverence and self-control shall 
not crumble away. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I am gratified 
'that the head of the great Harvard Law 
School emphasized that point also. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes, Dean . Gris
wold. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. He said: 
First, as to the long tradition. It is not 

clear as a matter of historical fact that this 
was a Christian Nation? Are the Mayflower 
Compact, Ann Hutchison, Cotton Mather, 
Jonathan Edwards, and William Penn, and 
many others, no part of our history? It is 
true that we were a rather remarkable Chris
tian Nation, having developed a tolerance in 
matters of religion which was at once vii'
tually unique and a tribute to the men of 
the 17th and 18th centuries who developed 
the type of thought which came to prevail 
here. But this was not a purely humanistic 
type of thought. Nor did it deny the im
portance and significance of religion. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. The various opin

ions---concun·ing, dissenting and other
wise--serve to create a great deal of con
fusion as to what is really intended. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator is 
quite correct. Mr. Justice Clark wrote 
23 pages by himself, and Mr. Justice 
Brennan added 77 pages. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. If I correctly un
derstand what the Supreme Court said, 
in effect, it said it was illegal or uncon
stitutional to compel students in school 
to observe these .religious exercises. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. No. The Court 
went beyond that. Both in Pennsylvania 
and in Maryland the students could be 
excused. Nobody was compelled to at
tend. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is the point 
I was about to make. 

Mr.ROBERTSON. Yes. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Apparently when 

the Court first laid down the rule and 
set up the various exemptions it seemed 
that what it was trying to get at was 
that it was illegal to compel attendance. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I was about to point 

out that in the case before the Court 
no student was compelled to attend the 
exercise. I believe they exempted the 
Chaplain of the Senate on the ground 
that Senators were not compelled to at
tend the prayer. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. No. They merely 
said that we engaged in a ceremony 
which did not amount to anything. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I take that to mean 
practically the same thing. I do not 
understand the distinction between a re
ligious ceremony and a religious exercise. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The argument 
was reduced to a farce. Who can under
stand the distinction when the argument 
has been reduced to a farce? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Is there any dif
ference between a student in Baltimore 
being excused from class and a Senator 
who does not wish to attend not having 
to attend to hear the Chaplain's prayer? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. My distinguished 
friend from Alabama, who 1s a Phi Beta 

Kappa from a great university, is abso
-lutely correct. We have in the Senate 
only an opportunity. We can come to 
the Senate to hear a beautiful prayer 
such as that delivered today, or we can 
stay in our offices or go to the cloakroom 
when the prayer is being offered. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Exactly as the stu
dent could do at the Baltimore school. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Absolutely. What 
did the Court say? It said, "We will 
put all the rights in this country behind 
the few atheists who deny God and the 
Bible." 

That was said after all our history, 
which has shown our Nation to be a 
Christian nation. 

There is inscribed in this Chambel. 
under the clock on the wall, "In God we 
trust." Do we mean it? The Supreme 
Court says, "You had better not say it 
officially." 

Mr. SPARKMAN. What did Congress 
and the President mean, when, acting 
together, they wrote into the law a re
quirement that in the pledge of alle
giance to the flag we should say, "One 
nation, under God"? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. We meant that 
we were not a communistic nation which 
denied God and repudiated the Bible. 
We meant to say that we believed in God, 
that our forefathers were Christian peo
ple, that they founded a Christian na
tion, and that as one people undivided 
we wanted to preserve it that way. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Does not the Sen
ator feel that decisions such as this are 
contributing to the crumbling of the 
sources of reverence and self-restraint 
which Lord Bryce spoke of as being the 
virtue of the American Republic? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. There is no doubt 
about it. 

This is our lovely capital city. In this 
city there is eventually to be the most 
beautiful and costly cathedral of the 
whole United States, challenging even 
the best of Europe. There are beautiful 
churches for all denominations. There 
are wonderful boulevards and parks. 

Yet this city leads the Nation in crime 
of all kinds, as well as disrespect for the 
Bible and for the fact that we are a 
Christian nation. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me once more? 
Then I shall not impose on him further. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield . . I am 
glad to have these questions, because it 
indicates that my colleague the Senator 
from Alabama realizes we are dealing 
with a very serious problem. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I had the privilege 
of reading the· Senator's speech before 
he started to deliver it. I commend and 
compliment the Senator for giving it. I 
hope the speech will be widely read. 

I say this not merely because I am in 
the presence of the Senator from Vir
ginia. I consider the Senator to be one 
of the great Bible scholars and religious 
leaders of this Nation. In fact, if the 
term is proper, I would say he is one of 
the greatest lay theologians there are, 
and great weight should be given to the 
opinions he is expressing. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, my 
friend praises me. beyond my just des
serts, but naturally I greatly appreciate 
such high tribute. 
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Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 

President, will the Senator yield? 
. Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to my 

friend from North Carolina. 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 

wish to associate myself with the won
derful speech which the Senator has 
prepared. I appreciate the fact that the 
Senator sent me a copy, so that I could 
read it before I came to the Chamber. 
I have read it. It is a great speech. I 
wish that everyone in the United States 
who can read could read it. It would 
do everyone good. 

I should like to ask the Senator a 
question. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I am glad to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Is 
it not true that nearly all of the laws 
which govern this Nation were originally 
taken from the Bible? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The whole con
cept of private enterprise was based upon 
the Bible. Foreign nations did not have 
it. The king took what he wanted. The 
nobles took what they wanted. The 
poor "run of the mine" people were 
lucky to get enough to eat. 

The Bible condemned Ahab for taking 
Naboth's vineyard, and the prophet said 
that the dogs of the street would lick 
his blood. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. And 
they did. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. And they did. A 
commandment was handed down on Si
nai to Moses which said, "Thou shalt 
not kill," and "Neither shalt thou steal" 
another man's property. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That 
provision is in our law. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Absolutely. 
Mr~ JORDAN of North Carolina. 

From where do we get that? 
Mr. ROBERTSON. From the Bible. 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. 

From where did we get "Thou Shalt not 
kill. Neither shalt thou commit adul
tery. Neither shalt thou steal"? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. What is killing 
the Macmillan government in England 
today? Of course, there is a little de
bate going on as to whether it involves 
adultery or lying about it, but it 'is all 
hooked up together, and it will defeat 
the Conservative government in England 
today. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That 
comes back to "Neither shalt thou bear 
:false witness against thy neighbor," 
which came from the Bible. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That came from 
the Bible. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
should like to ask the Senator another 
question. 

Is it not true that if we should stop 
teaching the Bible concepts in the 
schools, or even referring to the Bible at 
all, the younger generations now in the 
first, second, and third grades would not 
know about it and would not have any 
conception of the key language by 
which we determine right and wrong? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The atheists have 
said, "We do not want them to learn 
·aJ:?out it." Others sa-y, ''Well, teach 
them at home." 
- How many homes open the morning 

with a prayer? How many even say a 

simple "Thank God" before they break 
bread for the morning meal? The chil
dren get up and rush off to school or 
somewhere else. Many no longer learn 
much at home. 

'Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. 
Most of them do not. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Many of them do 
not. At least, the child is afforded some 
means of paying reverence to a Supreme 
Being. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
was telling someone the other day that 
we got our speed laws from the Bible. 
He asked "How?" I said, "From the 
words 'Thou shall not kill.' " If people 
did not go racing down the roads, and 
running into people, there would not be 
any need for speed laws. The States 
have laws to stop people from killing 
others. Of course, they can kill them
selves. 

Our form of government, and what is 
good about it, virtually and basically 
came from the Bible. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Justice Clark 
concurs. Listen to what he said: 

In addition, it might well be said that 
one's education 1s not complete without a 
study of comparative religion or the history 
of religion and its relationship to the ad
vancement of civilization. 

We are talking about ethical pria
ciples based upon the teachings of the 
Bible. That is what has advanced 
civilization. Civilization has not ad
vanced because of the law of the jungle, 
an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth. 

Justice Clark goes further: 
It certainly may be said that the Bible is 

worthy of study for its literary and historic 
values. Nothing we have said here indicates 
that such study of the Bible or of religion, 
when presented objectively-

Whatever that may mean-
as part of a secular program o! education, 
may not be effected consistent with the first 
amendment. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
think Mr. Hoover, Director of the FBI, 
has stated on many occasions that every 
year the crime rate goes up. It is going 
UP more from the bottom of the age 
groups than from the top; that is, it is 
increasing more among the younger gen
eration. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. There has been 
an increase in juvenile delinquency. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. It 
has been growing every year. Has not 
the Bible b'een pushed out of the schools? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The schools have 
been prohibited from teaching it. 
Atheists have brought suits, and that has 
been prohibited. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. It 
-seems to me that instead of prohibiting 
it, we ought to pnt a law on the books to 
make it compulsory. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I do not go that 
far. I say w-e should leave this matter 
to the States and the localities, bec·ause 
the Feaeral Government has no power in 
such a matter as the reading of the 
Bible. The· first amendment related to. a 
State church, to make sure that Con
gress did not enact a law establishing 
one. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
thoroughly agree . 

Mr. ROBERTSON. And it prohibited 
the throwing of a roadblock in the path 
of those who wanted, to study religion
which the Supreme Court has done in 
this case. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
commend the Senator for the fine stand 
he has taken. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Did not the lan

guage the Senator read from Mr. Justice 
Clark's opinion say, in effect, that we 
may study the Bible, but we may not 
study it reverently? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is the effect 
of it. In public schools we cannot study 
it as the .Bible. We must study it as a 
part of comparative literature or history 
as it affects civilization. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. I appreciate very 

much the :fine speech the Senator from 
Virginia has made. He did us the 
courtesy of sending us a copy briefl.y be
fore he was to speak, so that we might 
have an opportunity to look it over. 

I agree with the Senator from Ala
bama, and go a li~tle further: Unques
tionably, the Senator from Virginia is 
the best Bible scholar in the Senate. He 
also lives up to the spirit of his own 
teachings and preachings. 

The Senator from Virginia and I had 
some debates, and appeared before a 
committee last year, on this same sub
ject. I want to express gratifieation 
that it seems to me at least the force 
and implications of ,the special concur
ring opinion of Justice Douglas in the 
New York case of a year ago have been 
81V0ided. There has not been an out
lawing by the Court, 1n this decision, of 
a number of the matters that Justice 
Douglas said he thought were uncon
stitutional, including even the idea of 
".In God we tru~t.'' which words appear 
on our coins; the Chaplains in the House 
of Representatives and the Senate; and 
the pledge to the 1lag of the United 
States. Certainly, we have moved a step 
forward in that field. 

Does the Senator agree that at least 
the Court has not followed the implica
tions to which I have referred? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I think we got un
der the ·skin of the Court when we criti
cized it for what Mr. Justice Douglas 
·said-HYou must outlaw the chaplains 
in the armed services; you must dispense 
with the chaplains in the Capitol; you 
must not put your hand on the Bible and 
swear to upho1d the Constitution; you 
must not retain the words 'In God we 
trust' on the walls of the Senate Cham
ber." 

That was a little too much for them. 
They back-ed off. ~n backing off, they 
have said, "If you do not treat it as the 
Bible, you can study it in the schools." 
I want to know when they are going to 
back· away from that position. 

Mr. STENNIS.- . P_assing up for the 
time being the constitutional question 
which may be involved in the interpre-
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tation of the Constitution, is it not un
deniably true· that opinions along this 
line, which are unnecessary, as the Sena
tor has pointed out, unmistakably tend 
to downgrade and do downgrade the 
reading of the Bible, and the offering 
of prayers, and minimize the importance 
of them, as well as destroying for many 
children the infiuence of such practices 
and such readings? Apart from any
thing else, does not that represent a 
terrific blow against the spiritual train
ing of the youth of our land? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. My distinguished 
friend is eminently correct. That is 
mentioned in the editorial from the Wall 
Street Journal which I placed in the 
RECORD. The Supreme Court should 
never have taken notice of it. It should 
have said, "It is not a church. You have 
not passed a law. We leave it to the 
States to work it out." 

In rendering this decision, the Court 
downgraded respect for religion. 

Mr. STENNIS. Is it not unfortunately 
true that a great percentage of the chil
dren who are not going to hear the Bible 
read or hear the Lord's Prayer repeated 
are those who will scarcely have an op
portunity to hear them elsewhere? It 
should not be that way, but, as a prac
tical matter, is that not true? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. There is one for
tunate aspect. In the parochial and pri
vate schools the children will be taught 
religion. However, children in thos~ 
schools do not constitute a majority of 
the schoolchildren. As the Senator 
from North Carolina pointed out, many 
of the children in the public schools will 
never hear anything about God or the 
Bible. 

Mr. STENNIS. The children who 
need most to hear them are the ones 
who will be hurt most by the new prac
tice. Is that correct? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes. 
Mr. STENNIS. Let me give an 1llus

tration of what has happened. A 
friend of mine told me this morning that 
his little girl came home from . school 
yesterday afternoon and said, "Mommy, 
why did the teacher forget to read us 
the Lord's Prayer this morning?" That 
was the 6- or 7 -year-old girl's under
standing of what had happened. She 
thought the teacher had forgotten it. 
But her older sister asked the mother, 
"Mominy, why did Congress pass a law 
that will not let us say the Lord's Prayer 
in school?" 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct. 
That is the way people construe what 
has happened. 

Mr. STENNIS. They both felt some
thing had been taken away from them. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Undoubtedly. 
Mr. STENNIS. These girls have had 

training at home, too. 
Let me ask· one further question. In 

spite of this opinion, is it not true that 
it is still possible, and that it will not be 
unlawful, in any school where the 
teacher wishes it to be done, for children 
to recite the Lord's Prayer? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I should say so. 
But there cannot be a State law that re
quires it. In my opinion, the children 
could recite the prayer and they could 

study the Bible in school hours if they 
studi.ed it as literature or history. 

The Supreme Court ducked the deci
sion on Christmas and Easter in the 
Florida case. That was another issue 
that was a little too hot for it to handle. 
Those two holidays represent the most 
precious anniversaries in a Christian na
tion, the anniversary of the birth and 
resurrection from the grave of our Lord 
and Saviour. An atheist in Florida 
brought a suit to outlaw their observance. 
The Court remanded that case to the 
Florida court with instructions to write 
a new opinion in keeping with the deci.:. 
sion it was announcing today in the 
Pennsylvania and Maryland cases. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for an observation? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. I heartily agree with 

the Senator from Virginia that, in spite 
of this decision, it is still not unlawful, 
or against the law, as we use that term, 
for a school that wishes to do so, on a 
voluntary basis, to exercise the right of 
reading the Bible or having children re
cite together the Lord's Prayer. I think 
we ought to make that clear, because cer
tain schools are discontinuing that prac
tice when they really do not have to do 
it. It is not a violation of the law. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Inasmuch as the 
decision rests upon a law or a school 
board regulation which has the force of 
law, it is only fair to assume that it does 
not include any voluntary action. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 

the Court said: 
In addition, it might well be said that 

one's education is not complete without a 
study of comparative religion or the history 
of religion and its relationship to the ad
vancement of civ111zation. It certainly may 
be said that the Bible is worthy of study for 
its literary and historic qualities. Nothing 
we have said here indicates that such study 
of the Bible or of religion, when presented 
objectively as part of a secular program of 
education, may not be effected consistent 
with the first amendment. 

What I would like to know, and what 
every other citizen of our Nation who 
believes that the most inherent distinc
tion between our representative democ
racy and communism is our belief in 
God and the acceptance of the Bible as 
His Holy Word, is how long will it be 
before the Court reverses its decision of 
last Monday that if you call it compara
tive religion or history with relation to 
the advancement of civilization you can 
"when presented objectively" study the 
Bible in the public schools during school 
periods. 

It also interests me to note that the 
Supreme Court ducked an outright de
cision on a case brought by atheists 
from Florida, in which a Florida court 
had held illegal school celebrations of 
the birth and resurrection from the 
grave of Jesus. Instead of rendering a 
decision in the case, the Court merely 
remanded the case to the Florida court 
with instructions to write a decision in 
keeping with the decision handed down 
in the Pennsylvania and Maryland cases. 
That may not be too easy to do because, 
as I have indicated above, it is no easy 

matter to draw a distinction between 
what the Court in those two cases out
lawed and what it held to be legal. But 
the inference, of course, is that since 
the Court did not uphold the Florida 
cases it has ruled that celebrations in 
public schools of two of the greatest 
events in Christian history-the birth 
and resurrection of our Lord and Sav
ior-are not religious exercises, but just 
ceremonies. According to my diction
ary a ceremony may be "any formal act 
or observance, especially a meaningless 
one." 

It was approximately a year ago that 
the Supreme Court handed down its first 
decision which outlawed a simple prayer 
used in New York schools which mere
ly asks that God bless our country, our 
parents, and our teacher. When he 
learned of that decision, a former dis
tinguished President of the United 
States, a great American, and a noble 
character named Herbert Hoover issued 
this statement to the press: 

This interpretation of the Constitution by 
the Supreme Court on prayer in our schools 
is a disintegration of one of the most sacred 
of American heritages. The Congress should 
at once submit an amendment to the Con
stitution which establishes the right to re
ligious devotion in all governmental agen
cies-National, State or local. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. I desire to express 

my congratulations to the able Senator 
from Virginia on the magnificent speech 
he has made today. I consider the Sen
ator from Virginia the ablest Bible 
scholar in the Senate. I consider him 
also as one of the most able historians in 
the Senate. I do not believe there is 
anyone who has more knowledge of the 
origin and history of the first amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States than my distinguished friend 
from Virginia. He has read virtually 
everything that has been written about 
Thomas Jefferson and written by 
Thomas Jefferson. I believe he has read 
everything that has been written about 
James Madison and everything that has 
been written by James Madison. 

The first amendment, in part, reads as 
follows: 

Congress shall make no laws respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof. 

It is my belief that when the Lord's 
Prayer is said in school or the Bible is 
read in school, it does not establish a 
religion, but, in my judgment, when 
students are prevented from hearing the 
Lord's Prayer or having the Bible read 
to them in school, it certainly prohibits 
the free exercise thereof. Is that the 
view of my distinguished friend? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I fully agree with 
the construction that the mere recitation 
of' the Lord's Prayer, whether it is the 
Protestant version or the Catholic ver
sion, does · not establish the Baptist 
church or the Episcopal church or the 
Catholic church. 

·However, when persons are prevented 
from paying tribute in any way, shape, 
or form, to God as our Creator, we have, 
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in effect, enacted a law 1·estricting the 
free exercise of religion, which is pro
hibited in the first amendment to the 
Constitution. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL
soN in the chair). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RENEWAL OF CERTAIN MUNICIPAL. 
DOMESTIC, AND INDUSTRIAL WA
TER SUPPLY CONTRACTS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the pending 
business be temporarily laid aside and 
that the Senate proceed to the consider
ation of Calendar No. 219, H.R. 131. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending business will be 
temporarily laid aside. The bill <H.R. 
131 > w111 be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
131) to provide for the renewal of cer
tain municipal, domestic, and industrial 
water supply contracts entered into un
der the Reclamation Project Act of 1939, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the b111? 

There being no objection, the bill <H.R. 
131) was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous .consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD a statement 
of the purpose, need, and cost of the bill. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECOJtD, as follows: 

PURPOSE 

H.R. 131 relates to the administration by 
the Secretary of the Interior of section 9(c) 
of the Reclamation Project Act of 1959. It 
is intended to overcome certain deficiencies 
in long-term contracts written under this 
subsection for furnishing municipal, domes· 
tic, and industrial water from Federal recla· 
mation projects. The bill provides that the 
other party to any such long-term contract 
may have a right of renewal, subject tore· 
negotiation, and a continuing right to its 
share of water so long as it is beneficially 
utilized. The bill is generally similar .in 
these respects to Public Law 643 of the 84th 
Congress (70 Stat. 482) which was written 
for the irrigation water users. 

NEED 

This legislation is needed to permit assur
ance to be given to parties contracting with 
the Federal Government for municipal, do· 
mestic, and industrial water service under 
the Federal reclamation laws that their con· 
tracts will be renewed upon expiration and 
that they will continue to receive a stated 
share of the water available for n:tunicipal, 
domestic, and industrial use. Such assur· 
ance is particularly needed in instances 
where a city or other contracting organiza· 

tion has to finance municipal water systems 
by the issuance of revenue bonds. 

OOS'l' 

The enactment of this legislation would 
not involve any cost to the Federal 
Government. 

This legislation would be applicable to 
about 25 existing municipal and industrial 
water-service type contracts and would apply 
to all contracts negotiated 1n the future. 

The bill passed the House of Representa· 
tives on April 1. 1963. 

AVAILABILITY OF WATER FOR REC
REATIONAL PURPOSES AT CO
CHITA RESERVOm 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 236, s. 614. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (8. 614) 
to authonze the Secretary of the Interior 
to make water available for a permanent 
pool for recreation purposes a.t Cochiti 
ReservDir from the San Juan-Chama 
unit of the Colorado River storage 
project. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration .of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs, with an 
amendment on page 1, line 1, after the 
word "authorize", to insert "for conser
vation and development oi fish and wild
life resources and for recreation"; as as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assemblett, That the 
proviso to subdivision (e) of the conditions 
applicable to the project for improvement of 
the Rio Grande Basin authorized by section 
203 of the Flood Control Act of 1960 (Publlc 
Law 86-645; 74 Stat. 493) is hereby supple
mented to authorize for conservation and 
development of fish and Wildllfe resources 
and for recreation. approximately fifty thou· 
sand acre-feet of water .!or the initial filling 
of a permanent pool of one thousand two 
hundred surface acres in Cochiti Reservoir, 
and thereafter sufficient water annually to 
offset the evaporation from such area, to be 
made available by the Secretary of 1ihe Inte· 
rlor from water diverted into the Rio Grande 
Basin by the works authorized by section 8 
of the Act of June 13, 1962 (Public Law 
87-483; 76 Stat. 97), subject to the condi· 
tions specified in sections 8, 12, 13, 14, and 
16 of said Act. All costs incurred pursuant 
to this section shall be nonreimbursable and 
nonreturnable. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
"A bill to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to make water available for a 
permanent pool for fish and wildlife and 
recreation purposes at Cochiti Reservoir 
from the San Juan-Chama unit of the 
Colorado River storage project.'-' 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 

at this point in the RECORD a statement 
With respect to the bill. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENTS 

Page 1, line 7, after the word "authorize", 
insert the following~ "for conservation and 
development of :tlsh and Wildlife resources 
and for recreation,". 

Amend the title of the bill to read as fol
lows: "A bill to authorize the Secretary ·of 
the Interior to make water available for a 
permanent pool for fish and wildlife and 
recreation purposes at Cochiti Reservoir ~rom 
the San Juan-Chama unit of the Colorado 
River storage project." 

In its report the Department of the In
terior recommended the above amendments 
in order that the concept of multiple use of 
water resources should be served whenever 
it is possible to do so. The committee su_p
ports this position and agrees that fish and 
wildlife purposes are of sUfilcient importance 
to specifically provide !or them in the bill. 

The Cochiti Reservoir was authorized solely 
for flood and sediment control by the Flood 
Control Act oif 1960. Although the author
izing legislation recognized that a permanent 
pool for recreation and fish and Wildlife pur
poses might be provided at some future date, 
no provision was made for the allocation of 
waters for this purpose. The act of June 13, 
1962, that authorized the San Juan-Chama 
project made no provision for water for other 
than irrigation, and municipal and industrial 
purposes. 

This bill would permit the Secretary of 
the Interior to make 50,000 acre-feet of 
water available for the initial filling of a 
permanent pool in the Cochiti Reservoir. 
After the pool is formed, the secretary would 
be permitted to divert an estimated 5,000 
acre-feet annually into the reservoir to off· 
set evaporation and -to make the reservoir 
useful for fish and Wildlife as well as for 
other recreational purposes. 

Testimony presented to the committee in
dicated that the water necessary to initially 
fill the pool would be supplied from that al
lotted to the city of Albuquerque under the 
San Juan project prior to the time that it 
is required !or municipal and industrial uses. 
The testimony also indicated that the diver· 
sian would not adversely affect the financial 
feasibility of the San Juan-Chama project. 
It would, however, reduce the obligation of 
the city of Albuquerque approximately 
$2,906,600. This amount would become non
reimbursable as a cost chargeable to the 
maintenance of a recreation pool at Cochiti. 
It is noted that the city of Albuquerque in 
the Interest of recreation development 
adopt·ed a resolution in september 1960, in
dicating a willingness to release a portion of 
its share of the San Juan River waters in 
order that the permanent pool .at Cochiti 
could be established. 

The Department of the Army in its report 
on the bill stated that the proposal would 
be highly desirable because of the great need 
for water-associated recreational develop
ment in this section of New Mexico. 

The population of the area Within a 100-
mile radius is in excess of 440,000. It was 
estimated that the proposed pool would re
sult in an annual increase in visitation of 
approximately 700,000 people. No additional 
lands -would be required for the construc
tion of the project. In light of the urgent 
need for additional recreational and fish and 
wildlife facilities in the area, the committee 
feels that the authorization for this project 
is of vital importance to the Rio Grande 
Valley. The committee recommends ~nact
ment of the bill. 
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EXCHANGE OF LANDS BETWEEN 

STATE OF OREGON AND C. & B. 
LIVESTOCK CO., INC. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calen
dar No. 239, S. 1185. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 1185) 
relating to the exchange of certain lands 
between the State of Oregon and the 
c. & B. Livestock Co., Inc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an 
amendment, on page 4, after line 16, to 
insert a new section, as follows: 

SEC. 3. The State of Oregon and the C. and 
B. Livestock Company, Incorporated, shall 
pay to the United States such sum as may be 
fixed by the Secretary of the Interior to 
compensate the United States for its ad
ministrative costs in carrying out the provi
sions of this Act, which sum shall be covered 
into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

so as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
notwithstanding the provisions of section 2 
of the Act of September 23, 1950 (64 Stat. 
981), the secretary of the Interior is author
ized to accept from the State of Oregon 
(without cost to the United States) a deed 
conveying to the United States all right, 
title, and interest of the State of Oregon 
in and to the following described land (to
gether with any buildings and other per
manent improvements thereon): the west 
half of the southwest quarter of section 22, 
township 4 north, range 28 east, Willamette 
meridian, Oregon, such land being a part 
of a tract of land conveyed to the State of 
Oregon by patent numbered 1308889, dated 
September 17, 1954, pursuant to the afore
mentioned Act. 

(b) Upon the receipt of a deed from the 
State of Oregon conveying to the United 
states the land described in subsection (a), 
the secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
convey by patent or other appropriate con
veyance to the C. and B. Livestock Company, 
Incorporated, of Hermiston, Oregon (with
out cost to the United States), all right, title, 
and interest of the United States in and to 
such land (including all minerals contained 
therein), together with any buildings and 
other permanent improvements thereon, 
upon the condition that: 

(1) The C. and B. Livestock Company, 
Incorporated, convey to the United States 
fee simple title to the following described 
parcels of land (including all minerals con
tained therein), together with any buildings 
and other permanent improvements there
on: The west half of the southeast quarter 
of the southeast quarter of section 15, lying 
south of U.S.R.S canal "A", the east half of 
the southeast quarter of the southeast 
quarter of section 15, lying south of U.S.R.S. 
canal "A", less the westerly 135 feet thereof; 
the east ha-lf of the northeast quarter of the 
northeast quarter of section 22, less railroad 
right-of-way; that portion of the northwest 
quarter of the northeast quarter of section 
22 and of the north half o! the northwest 
quarter of section 22, lying south and east 
of U.S.R.S. canal "A", excepting from said 

north half of said northwest quarter of sec
tion 22, that certain portion thereof as con
veyed to the State of Oregon by deed re
corded October 19, 1960, in deed book 260 
at page 512, records of Umatma County, 
Oregon. All being in township 4 north, 
range 28 east, of the Wlliamette meridian, 
in the county of Umatilla and State of 
Oregon. Excepting any and all roads and 
water rights-of-way. 

(2) If it is determined after an appraisal 
by the Secretary of the Interior that the 
property to be conveyed to the United States 
by such company is of less value than the 
property to be conveyed to such company by 
the United States, the State of Oregon and 
the C. and B. Livestock Company, Incor
porated, pay to the United States an amount 
equal to that difference in value, which 
amount shall be covered into the Treasury as 
miscellaneous receipts. 

(c) The conveyance to the C. and B. Live
stock Company, Incorporated, authorized 
under subsection (b) of this section shall be 
made subject to a right-of-way in the land 
so conveyed for ditches or canals constructed 
under the authority of the United States, 
as authorized by the Act of August 30, 1890 
(26 Stat. 391). 

SEC. 2. (a) The Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized to convey by patent or other 
appropriate conveyance to the State of 
Oregon all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in and to those lands (to
gether with any buildings and other per
manent improvements thereon) conveyed to 
the United States by the C. and B. Live
stock Company, Incorporated, pursuant to 
the first section of this Act; except that 
there shall be reserved in the United States 
all minerals in such lands, together with the 
right to prospect for, mine, and remove the 
same, under such regulations as the Secre
tary of the Interior may prescribe. 

(b) The conveyance authorized under 
subsection (a) of this section shall be made 
subject to the same covenants, conditions, 
and limitations as those contained in patent 
numbered 1308889, dated September 17, 1954, 
referred to in the first section of this Act. 

SEC. 3. The State of Oregon and the C. 
and B. Livestock Company, Incorporated, 
shall pay to the United States such sum as 
may be fixed by the secretary of the Interior 
to compensate the United States for its ad
ministrative costs in carrying out the pro
visions of this Act, which sum shall be 
covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD a statement 
with respect to the bill. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PURPOSE 
· S. 1185, introduced by Senator MoRSE per
mits the Secretary of the Interior upon con
veyance to the United States of an SO
acre tract by the State of Oregon to grant 
this land (including all minerals contained 
therein) to the C. & B. Livestock Co., Inc., 
without a reverter clause subject to right
of-way for ditches and canals, provided the 
c. & B. Livestock Co. will grant to the 
United States an equal value tract. This 
tract then is to be granted to the State of 
Oregon, to be used for public purposes under 
the same procedure whereby the State of 
Oregon obtained the original tract the Secre-

tary will grant to the C. & B. Livestock Co., 
except that all minerals in this tract shall be 
reserved to the United States, together with 
the right to prospect for, mine, and remove 
the same, under such regulations as the 
Secretary of the Interior may prescribe. 

The transaction is to be without cost to 
the United States. The bill provides for 
compensation of the United States in cash 
if the values of the lands involved are not 
equal. The State of Oregon is to use the 
lands it receives for agricUltural purposes and 
research use, which is the use now being 
made of the 80 acres. The transactions in
volved will take place only on the initiation 
of the State of Oregon, not upon the initia
tion of the Secretary of the Interior. The 
Secretary is involved only because the basic 
80-acre tract will revert to the United States 
if it is not used for public purposes. The 
State of Oregon's interest in having land for 
agricultural and research use is adequately 
protected by the exchange procedure and 
the dual exchanges and transfers permit the 
State of Oregon to decide whether it wishes 
to proceed at all. 

NEED 
Oregon State University now desires to 

effect an exchange agreement with the 
C. & B. Livestock Co., Inc., which would be of 
benefit to the university, and which would 
also permit the C. & B. Co. to establish a new 
modern livestock feedyard in the Hermiston 
area. The 80-acre tract involved in this 
exchange was part of 460 acres patented to 
the State of Oregon without consideration 
on September 17, 1954, under the act of 
September 23, 1950 (64 Stat. 981). This pat
ent (No.1308889) reserved all minerals to the 
United States together with the right to 
prospect for, mine, and remove the same, un
der regulations that the Secretary might 
prescribe. 

The legislation is necessary to avoid a 
breach of the condition in the patent that: 

"The property interest hereby conveyed 
shall be devoted to, or used for, cooperative 
agricultural experimental work of the De
partment of Agriculture and the State of 
Oregon. In the event that the State of 
Oregon shall at any time cease to use such 
property for agricultural experimental work 
for a period of 1 year, or attempt to alienate 
all or any part thereof, all right, title, 
and interest in and to the said property 
shall revert to the United States." 

The Geological Survey indicates that its 
records show that all the lands described in 
the bill are valuable prospectively for oil 
and gas. The Geological Survey, however, 
believes that such value per acre is nom
inal. 

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS 
The committee amendment adopted pro

vides for the payment to the Treasury by 
the State of Oregon and the C. & B. Live
stock Co. the cost of administering this 
act, thus eliminating the direct costs in
volved in title transfers being borne by the 
United States. 

COST 
It is not anticipated that there will be any 

increase in the budgetary requirements as a 
result of enactment of S. 1185. The bill 
meets the Morse formula. 

CONTINUED USE OF CERTAIN LAND 
WITHIN THE SEQUOIA NATIONAL 
PARK 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 240, House Joint Resolution 180. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

joint resolution will be stated by title. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A joint resolu

tion <H.J. Res. 180) to authorize the con
tinued use of certain lands within the 
Sequoia National Park by portions of an 
existing hydroelectric project. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution <H.J. Res. 180) was consid
ered, ordered to a third reading, was 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD a statement 
with respect to the bill. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PURPOSE 
The purpose · of House Joint Resolution 

180, introduced by Congressman HAGEN of 
California, is to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to extend until 1974 a permit 
granted to the Southern California Edison 
Co. to occupy certain lands within Sequoia 
National Park. 

NEED 
The permit in question was originally 

granted in 1912, pursuant to the act of 
February 15, 1901 (31 Stat. 790, 16 U.S.C. 79). 
It expired last year and the Secretary of the 
Interior has been advised by the Solicitor 
of his Department that he is Without au
thority to renew it in the absence of such 
legislation as House Joint Resolution 180 
contemplates. 

The land covered by the permit is used by 
the company for works to divert water from 
two forks of the Kaweah River and for a con
duit leading to a 4,500-kilowatt powerplant 
on the boundary of the park. The fee paid 
to the Government by the company for the 
use of this land varies with the amount of 
power generated at the plant but ranges be
tween $6,000 and $9,000 a year. 

The 1974 expiration date for the renewed 
permit coincides with the expiration date of 
the company's present Federal Power Com
mission license. 

COST 
Enactment of House Joint Resolution 180 

will entail no cost to the Government. 

WITHDRAWAL AND RESERVATION 
OF CERTAIN PUBLIC LANDS AT 
CUDDEBACK LAKE Am FORCE 
RANGE, CALIF. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 241, H.R. 3574. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The b111 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill to pro
vide for the withdrawal and reservation 
for the use of the Department of the Air 
Force of certain public lands of the 
United States at Cuddeback Lake Air 
Force Range, Calif., for defense purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H.R. 3574) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. MANSFmLD. Mr. President, I . 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD a statement 
with respect to the bill. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of H.R. 3574, which was in

troduced by Representative SHEPPARD, is to 
withdraw from the public domain 7,546 acres 
of land in San Bernardino County, Calif., 
and reserve them for the continued use of 
the Air Force as the Cuddeback Lake Air 
Force Range. 

NEED 
H.R. 3574 describes the Cuddeback Lake 

Air Force Range which has been used by the 
Department of the Air Force since 1956, fol
lowing application to the Department of the 
Interior on October 21, 1954, for Withdrawal 
and reservation of the area. Before the with
drawal was completed, the act of February 
28, 1958 (72 Stat. 27) became effective pro
viding, among other things, that no with
drawal of more than 5,000 acres for any one 
defense project or facility may be accom
plished except by act of Congress. 

During consideration of the bill, which was 
submitted as part of the Department of De
fense legislative program for 1963, Air Force 
witnesses demonstrated to the committee's 
full satisfaction the military need for use of 
the lands involved. 

The proposed withdrawal and reservation 
will be for a period of 10 years with option 
to renew for an additional 5 years. This 
assures a review by the administrative agen
cies involved 10 years from now and a fur
ther review at the end of 15 years. If the Air 
Force desires to extend its use beyond this 
term, it will have to request further legisla
tive action, thereby assuring congressional 
scrutiny of the necessity for such continued 
use. 

COST 
Enactment of H.R. 3574 will cause no in

crease in the budgetary requirements. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
that completes the call of bills on the 
calendar to which there is no objection. 
I am glad the Senate allowed them to be 
taken up this afternoon. 

DEFINITION OF THE TERM "VET
ERANS' ADMINISTRATION FACIL
ITIES" 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume the con
sideration of S. 625. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of the 
bill <S. 625) to amend sections of title 
38, United States Code, with respect to 
the definition of the term "Veterans' 
Administration facilities." 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD, in connection with Senate 
bill 625, a statement by the senior Sena
tor from Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH], the 
chairman of the Veterans' Affairs Sub
committee of the Labor and Public Wel
fare Committee which considered the bill 
this year and previously. Unfortu
nately, the Senator could not be in the 
Chamber at the time of the considera
tion of the bill. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR YARBOROUGH 
This bill wm .authorlze the Administrator 

of Veterans' Affairs to provide hospital care 
for non-service-connected disabilities in pri
vate contract facilities if there is no veterans' 
hospital located within a State or within 500 
miles of the State's border. As a practical 
matter this bill will apply only in the States 
of Alaska and Hawaii which are the only two 
States without a Veterans' Administration 
hospital. In effect, this bill will restore the 
situation existing in the two States prior to 
their admission to statehood. When Alaska 
and Hawaii were Territories, they were cov
ered by a special provision which permitted 
the use of private contract facilities for the 
treatment of non-service-connected disabili
ties in the territories. This was an excep
tion to the general limitation that hospitali
zation for such disabilities would be provided 
on a bed-available basis in the Veterans' 
Administration hospitals or other Federal 
Government facilities. This exception was 
provided due to the remoteness and lack of 
available Government facilities in the Terri
tories and the problems and expense of trans
portation. However, the admission of Alaska 
and Hawaii to statehood automatically pre
vented the application of this exception. 
The Veterans' Administration submitted an 
unfavorable report on this bill but the same 
reasons and conditions that initially caused 
the Congress to authorize the use of private 
contract facilities in Alaska and Hawaii for 
the treatment of non-service-connected dis
abilities still exist, and the intent of this 
bill is merely to allow the veterans living in 
those two States to receive exactly what they 
were receiving before the admission of Alaska 
and Hawaii to statehood. 

It has been contended that this bill would 
give preferential treatment to Alaska and 
Hawaii over the rest of the States; but ac
cording to data furnished by the Veterans' 
Administration, the percentage of the veter
ans population of Alaska and Hawaii treated 
for non-service-connected disabiUties in both 
Federal Government and private contract 
facilities in those States was lower than the 
national average. This bill will rectify the 
unfavorable situation existing in the two 
States due to the lack of VA hospitals and the 
difficulty of transportation. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, Sen
ate bill 625 was introduced by me, with 
the cosponsorship of my colleague from 
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING] and the two Sen
ators from Hawaii [Mr. FONG and Mr. 
INOUYE]. I note the presence in the 
Chamber at this time of the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. FONG], one of the co
sponsors of the bill. 

S. 625 is similar in nature to a measure 
approved by the Senate in the last ses
sion of the Congress. Unfortunately 
that measure did not receive the ap
proval of the other body. 

Mr. President, I rise today in support 
of S. 625. This year, due to the skill 
and diligence of the senior Senator from 
Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH], chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Veterans' Affairs, 
and with the able assistance of the senior 
Senator from Alabama £Mr. HILL], 
chairman of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare, we now have this 
measw·e before us in good time. It is 
my hope both the Senate and the House 
will be able to give favorable considera
tion to this measure before the end of 
the Congress. 
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S. 625 is a simple bill. It is designed 

to give the veterans of Alaska and Ha
waii parity of treatment with their fel
low veterans in the other 48 States. 

Neither Alaska nor Hawaii has Vet
erans' Administration hospitals. They 
are the only two States in the Union who 
do not have a VA medical facility. 

Until statehood, veterans with service 
and nonservice connected illnesses in the 
two States were treated either on a beds
available basis in other Government 
hospitals or in private hospitals on a con
tract basis. Due to a technicality, the 
advent of statehood meant the continu
ance of this arrangement so far as serv
ice-connected illnesses were concerned. 
Unfortunately, non-service-connected 
illnesses could no longer be tr€ated in 
private hospitals on a contract basis. 

s. 625 is designed to correct this hard
ship on Alaska and Hawaii veterans in
advertently caused by statehood. As the 
Veterans' Administration once said in 
explaining why private contract ar
rangements in private hospitals were 
necessary: 

The exception to permit hospital care in 
private facilities for war veterans with non
service-connected conditions in a territory 
or possession was based upon special consid
erations. These apparently included the fac
tors of great distances from the mainland, 
difficulty in transferring patients to the 
States, and the relatively small volume of 
patient demand in the territories and pos
sessions. (Letter from Administrator Glea
son to Senator LISTER HILL, March 29, 1961.) 

Statehood changed the political status 
of Alaska and Hawaii. It did not change 
the geography, the transportation diffi
culties or the needs of the veterans. It 
did not change the reasons advanced by 
Administrator Gleason. 

Under present arrangements the Vet
erans' Administration has under contract 
35 hospital beds in Federal hospitals for 
the use of Alaska veterans, of which 
there are 15,000. A veteran with a non
service-connected illness may receive 
hospital care only if one of these 35 beds 
is available. 

Distances -in Alaska are long and 
transportation costs are high. There are 
almost no highways and the only avail
able means of travel is often by plane. 
To fly from Nome to Anchorage andre
turn would cost a veteran $132. If there 
are no hospital beds available in An
chorage the veteran with non-service
connected illness would be forced to fly 
to Seattle which would cost an additional 
$245 round-trip. Barring a pauper's 
oath he would have to pay these costs. 
Even then he would not be guaranteed 
treatment. 'Alaska veterans are like 
orphans in the storm when it comes to 
medical treatment. 

Mr. President, an estimated two-thirds 
of all hospital beds in Veterans• Adminis
tration hospitals are filled with veterans 
with non-service-connected illnesses. 
We do not have a veterans hospital in 
Alaska. Alaska veterans do not now 
have parit::,r of care regarding non-serv
ice-connected illness. 

This bill is designed to give them 
parity. It does no more than that. It is 
to restore a practice which operated to 
the satisfaction of everyone for many 

years until it was inadvertently brought 
to an end by statehood. 

This bill permits the Veterans' Admin
istration to contract for the care in pri
vate hospitals of veterans with non-serv
ice-connected illness. It provides that 
should a veterans hospital ever be built 
in Alaska or Hawaii, the practice of pri
vate contract care would be brought to 
an end. 

This bill is strongly supported by both 
State and national veterans groups. 

It is strongly supported by the State 
government of both Alaska and Hawaii. 

It is supported by Senators of both 
States and of both parties. 

I urge its passage, 
In brief, Mr. President, this bill seeks 

to restore to Alaska and Hawaii veterans 
the medical treatment procedures which 
existec prior to statehood. At that time 
the Veterans' Administration contracted 
with private hospitals in both Territories 
for the care of ill veterans. Unfortu
nately and inadvertently the advent of 
statehood, that it would no longer be 
possible to treat veterans with non
service-connected disabilities in private 
hospitals through contract arrange
ments. 

The pending bill seeks to restore this 
practice for these worthy veterans, be
cause although the legal status of 
Hawaii and of Alaska has changed, the 
conditions which made these contract 
arrangements necessary before have not 
changed. In fact, in my opinion, they 
make them necessary now. 

The cost to the Government would be 
compartively small-smaller, I suspect, 
than the cost under the present arrange
ments. 

I send to the desk an amendment to 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill, it is proposed to insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEc. 2. The authority granted to the Ad
ministrator under clause IV of section 601 
(4) (C) of title 38, United States Code, as 
added by the first section of this Act, shall 
terminate 10 years after the date of enact
ment of this Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I be
lie"e the purpose of the amendment is 
clear. It merely provides a trial period 
during which the Veterans' Administra
tion can return to the type of care for 
veterans in the private hospitals which 
was ::.>rovided before statehood. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, at this 
point will the Senator from Alaska yield 
tome? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield. 
Mr. FONG. I thank the distinguished 

senior Senator from Texas [Mr. YAR
BOROUGH] for his very able assistance in 
connection with this bill. He has con
sistently worked for the enactment of 
this legislation, and of similar legislation 
in the preceding Congresses. I com
mend him for his sympathetic under
standing of the problems of veterans in 
Hawaii and in Alaska. With his very 
strong help, a similar bill reached the 

floor of the Senate in 1960, and was 
passed by the Senate. 

Again, last year, he succeeded in ob
taining committee approval of a similar 
bill. 

Now-for the third time-he has suc
ceeded in bringing this measure to the 
fioor of the Senate. In behalf of the 
veterans of Hawaii, I wish to extend to 
him my personal appreciation for his 
efforts. 

I also wish to pay great tribute to the 
senior Senator from Alaska [Mr. BART
LETT] and to the junior Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING] for their very 
vigorous efforts in pushing this bill for
ward, so that it is now before the 
Senate. 

It seems to me important to empha
size that what we are asking in this 
legislation is no different from what was 
authorized by Congress for both Alaska 
and Hawaii when these two areas were 
territories of the United States; namely, 
the exception, when Alaska and Hawaii 
were territories, to permit hospital care 
in private facilities for war veterans 
with non-service-connected disabilities. 
That exception was based upon special 
considerations, which included the fol
lowing factors: The absence of Veterans' 
Administration hospitals 1n these terri
tories; the great distances of these ter
ritories from the mainland; the difficulty 
in transferring patients to the main
land; and the relatively small volume 
of patient demand in the territories and 
possessions. 

The change in legal status of Hawaii 
and Alaska has not altered the geo
graphical handicaps facing veterans 
with non -service-connected disabilities 
in these two States. 

The same reasons and conditions that 
initially caused the Congress to author
ize private contract facilities in Alaska 
and Hawaii for treatment of non-service
connected disabilities still exist today. 
The geographical, transportation, and 
population factors present the same diffi
culties as prior to statehood, and create 
a vital need for this legislation. This 
legislation affords an inexpensive oppor
tunity for the Government to provide 
humanitarian treatment to deserving 
veterans of the armed services. 

There is still not a single Veterans' 
Administration hospital in the entire 
State of Hawaii. 

I know that is also true of Alaska; in 
other words, there is no Veterans• Ad
ministration hospital in Alaska. 

Mr. BARTLETT. That is correct; 
neither State has one. 

Mr. FONG. The nearest one is still 
more than 2,000 miles from Hawaii. 
The only place where hospital care is 
available under VA auspices is the U.S. 
Army's Tripier General Hospital in 
Honolulu on the island of Oahu. 

This is not readily accessible to vet
erans living on our other populous is
lands in the State: Kauai, Molokai, Maui, 
and Hawaii. Each of these islands is 
separated by ocean. The only passen
ger transportation available is by air, 
which is relatively costly. There are no 
railroads nor highways between the 
islands. 
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Until 1959, the year of our statehood, 
war veterans with non-service-connected 
disabilities could obtain care in private 
or territorial hospitals which had con
tract arrangements with the Veterans' 
Administration. In the last fiscal year 
before statehood, there were available to 
war veterans three hospitals on Kauai, 
two on Maui, one on Molokai, four on our 
largest Island, Hawaii, and four on 
Oahu-all under contract with the Vet
erans' Administration. Veterans living 
on the respective islands could reach 
these medical facilities easily by auto in 
no more than a few hours' time. 

These arrangements spared veterans 
living on islands away from Oahu the 
relatively costly journey by air to Tripier 
Hospital. Local hospitalization also 
greatly facilitated family visitations, so 
important to morale of veteran patients. 

Traveling and lodging costs entailed 
by visitors from outer islands to Tripier 
Hospital impose great financial hard
ship, particularly if the veteran is con
fined for a prolonged period. Moreover, 
air travel is medically inadvisable for 
certain patients such as those suffering 
heart ailments. 

While it is true the Veterans' Admin
istration will pay transport costs for 
veterans who state they cannot afford 
to pay, the Veterans' Administration 
cannot reimburse costs for family or 
other relatives. 

Senate bill 625 would restore the au
thority for the Veterans' Administration 
to arrange for local care of war veterans 
with non-service-connected disabilities. 
If previous experience is any indicator, 
costwise, S. 625 may be advantageous. 
Figures obtained in 1960 showed the 
Veterans' Administration reimbursing 
Tlipler Hospital at the rate of $21 per 
day for each veteran treated there. Un
der its prior contracting arrangements 
with territorial and private hospitals VA 
paid on $13.80 per day for each patient. 

Official data clearly show that, both 
before and after statehood, the percent
age of non-service-connected disabled 
veterans receiving hospital care, com
pared with the total veteran population, 
was smaller in Alaska and Hawaii than 
in the country as a whole and in States 
with comparable populations. In the 
unlikely event that this legislation 
should result in inequitable advantage 
to veterans in the affected States, the 
VA would be expected to apprise the 
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Com
mittee of the pertinent facts so that cor
rective action could be taken. 

I urge the passage of this bill. I am 
in accord with the amendment proposed 
by the senior Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
BARTLETT]. I think the 10-year period is 
a very reasonable one, and I support his 
amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement in 
support of S; 625, jointly cosponsored by 
Senators BARTLETT, GRUENING, FONG, and 
myself, be made a part of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR INOUYE 

Prior to the admission of the State of 
Hawaii into the Union, the Veterans• ·Ad-

ministration was authorized to enter into 
contracts with territorial-now State-and 
private facilities to provide hospital care for 
war veterans. As a result of this authoriza
tion, the Veterans' Administration was able 
to contract for hospital care at the Terri
torial Hospital, a hospital caring for the in
sane and mentally deranged; the Kalaupapa 
:aospital on the Island of Molokai and the 
Hale Mohalu Hospital in Honolulu for vet
erans afflicted with Hansen's disease; the 
Leahi Hospital for veterans afflicted with tu
berculosis and a few other county hospitals 
located on the several islands to provide our 
war veterans general medical and surgical 
assistance. Since the admission of Hawaii 
as a State, all war veterans with non-service
connected disabilities have been required to 
receive their medical treatment for Hansen's 
disease, tuberculosis, mental derangement 
and other ailments at Tripier Army Hospital, 
the only Federal hospital in the State lo
cated in Honolulu, Oahu. The status of 
statehood did not affect the many war vet
erans with service-connected disabilities. 

The Veterans' Administration must reim
burse to the Department of Defense the sum 
of $21 per day for every veteran receiving 
treatment at Tripier Army Hospital. It is 
very interesting to note that under the con
tract provisions permitted under section 601 
of title 38, the cost to the Veterans' Adminis
tration per patient-day was the sum of 
$13.80. In other words, the Veterans' Ad
ministration saved the sum of $7.20 per 
patient-day by hospitalizing war veterans in 
private and territorial hospitals. 

Tripier Army Hospital is a fine hospital 
providing for most of the advanced services 
now available in some of our better hospi
tals in the continental United States. How
ever, Tripier Army Hospital has no facilities 
for the treatment of persons afflicted with 
Hansen's disease nor does it have facilities 
for long-term institutionalized care for the 
mentally deranged, nor does it have fa
cilities for long-term institutionalized care 
for tubercular persons. As a result, although 
our laws state that an indigent war veteran 
with a non-service-connected disability is 
entitled to hospitalization in a Federal hos
pital, since Tripier Army Hospital is lacking 
in facilities as stated above, many of these 
veterans will have to receive services from 
State hospitals as wards of the State. This 
sudden change in medical indigent respon
sibilities brought about by statehood has re
sulted in certain budgetary difflculties for the 
State of Hawaii. 

Prior to statehood, approximately 165 vet
erans with non-service-connected disabili
ties-psychiatric, tubercular, and Hansen's 
disease cases-received medical and surgical 
assistance in contract hospitals located on 
islands other than Oahu. Since statehood, 
all veterans with non-service-connected dis
abilities requiring medical and surgical care 
have received such care from Tripier Hospital. 
The treatment of these veterans is now cost
ing the Federal Government $21 per patient 
day instead of $13.80 at contract hospitals. 
It has further resulted in other additional 
costs made necessary by the transporting 
of such veterans from the outlying islands 
to Tripier Army Hospital. In addition to 
the extra added cost to the Government for 
treatment of veterans at Tripier Army Hos
pital, the disruption of family relations 
brought about by the necessity of separating 
these war veterans from their respective 
island areas have resulted in misery and in
convenience heretofore not experienced by 
the veteran and his family. Because these 
veterans with non-service-connected disabili
ties are indigents, it should be assumed that 
their families would be without funds to visit 
the veteran patients in Tripier. Undoubted
ly, the morale of these veteran patients 
from the outlying islands is very low. The 
anxieties experienced by their families on 
the outlying islands have undoubtedly caused 

family difficulties. Therefore, I am respect
fully requesting this body to favorably con
sider S. 625, ·first as the most economic use 
of our tax dollars, and second, with com
passion for veterans and their families who 
Uve on the outlying islands. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN
NEDY in the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen
ator from Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Hawaii has spoken about 
the dedicated efforts of the senior Sena
tor from Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH] in con
nection with the bill. I shall only add 
to that statement that the veterans of 
Alaska are well aware that the bill would 
not be under consideration by the Senate 
today if it had not been for the Senator 
from Texas. From the start he has seen 
the justice and the equity in the pro
posed legislation. As the Senator from 
Hawaii has said, the Senator has worked 
hard and successfully more than once to 
bring the bill to the floor. I hope that 
this will be the last time such effort will 
be necessary. I hope the bill will be 
passed by the Senate and accepted by 
the House of Representatives. It is not 
only just legislation. It is legislation 
long overdue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
is no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill <S. 625) was read the third 
time and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
601(4) (C) of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out "or (iii)" and in
serting in lieu thereof " (iii) ", and by adding 
immediately before the period at the end 
thereof the following: "; or (iv) for veterans 
of any war in a State (not including a terri
tory, Commonwealth, or possession) if no 
hospital under the direct and exclusive ju
risdiction of the Administrator is located in 
such State on or after the date of enactment 
of this clause (iv), and if no such hospital is 
located within five hundred miles of the 
border of such State." 

SEc. 2. The authority granted to the 
Administrator under clause iv of section 
601(4) (c) of title 38, United States Code, as 
added by the first section of this Act, shall 
terminate ten years after the date of enact
ment of this Act. 

STABILIZATION OF PROFITS 
Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 

some 2 years after the unveiling of the 
fine-sounding phrase "quality stabiliza
tion," it is becoming increasingly evi
dent that tlie legislation shrouded by 
that title represents nothing less than 
semantic warfare against the consumer. 

More than a year ago Representative 
CELLER, the distinguished· chairman of 
the House Judiciary Committee and one 
of the great and potent allies of the con
sumer in the Congress, in testimony be
fore the Special Senate Subcommitee on 
Quality Stabilization, disposed of the 
proposed quaiity stabilization resolution 
with ironic dispatch: 

Senate Joint Resolution 159 is the latest 
verson of that hardy perennial, a national 
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fair trade bill which ·has come before ·the 
Congress repeatedly. Concealed as usual be
hind a fog of euphemisms, this old wolf is 
presented to you this session dressed up in 
the seductive sheep's clothing of a "quality 
stabilization" resolution. The hard-to-hide 
wolf's tail this time carries the label "price 
stabilization." Tug the tail, however, and a 
telltale price-fixing howl is emitted. Once 
again fair trade antics must rely upon 
semantics. 

Today we are witnessing a concerted 
and determined effort to enact this legis
lation, yet hearings before both House 
and Senate committees have revealed 
again that the only "stabilization" en
visaged is the stabilization of the profits 
of inefficient competitors and the stabili
zation of high prices to the consumer. 

The President's Consumer Advisory 
Council, boldly living up to its assigned 
tasks as consumer watchdog, has now 
expressed itself in unequivocal opposi
tion to the pending quality stabilization 
bills: 

Such attempts to limit freedom of individ
ual merchants to sell goods at prices they 
choose-

Stated the Council-
. are antithetical to the free enterprise sys
tem, hence to the best interests of American 
consumers. 

I commend the Council for its forth
right stand and ask unanimous consent 
that the text of its statement be in
cluded at the close of my remarks to
gether with a perceptive analysis of 
"quality stabilization" by the able and 
distinguished consumer authority Sid
ney Margolius, and letters which I have 
received from President Joseph A. 
Bierne, of the Communication Workers 
of America, and from Oregon consiuners. 

There being no objection, the state
ment, analysis, and letters were ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS, 

Washington, D.C. 
The Consumer Advisory Council, at its 

meeting on June 3-4, expressed its opposi
tion to the principles and purposes of the 
"quality stabilization" bills, S. 774 and H.R. 
3669, and urged the administration to take 
additional steps to combat the denial of 
consumer rights on the grounds of race. 

The statements are attached. 
STATEMENT BY CONSUMER ADVISORY COUNCIL 

ON QUALITY STABn.IZATION Bn.LS, INCLUDING 
S. 774 AND H.R. 3669 

We oppose these bills and all similar at
tempts at price fixing at the retail level 
which have been sponsored under the name 
of "fair trading," "resale price maintenance," 
and "quality stabilization." Such attempts 
to limit freedom of individual merchants to 
sell goods at prices they choose are anti
thetical to the free enterprise system and, 
hence, to the best interests of American 
consumers. 

These bills propose, in effect, that the Fed
eral Government should protect a manufac
turer who wants to establish the minimum 
price at which his product will be sold at 
retail. It would give manufacturers the 
right to prohibit retailers from selling brand 
name or trademarked goods at prices other 
than the retail price established by the 
manufacturer. Such legislation would limit 
·competition, inhibit innovation and prog
ress at the retail level, and would also terid 
to encourage price fixing at the manufac
turers' level. In any event, it would tend to 

deny consumers the benefit of downward 
price adjustments which flow from increased 
efficiency and improvements in production 
and distribution. 

We are not impressed by the argument 
that such legislation would aid small busi
ness. The evidence in States which have 
"fairtrade" legislation indicates the con
trary to be the result, since it encourages 
the introduction by large retail businesses 
of private brands and other techniques for 
avoiding the effect of the legislation. 

We believe that so-called "quality stabili
zation" (fair trade) bills are inimical to the 
interests of consumers. They violate the 
third right of the consumer as stated in the 
President's consumer message, the "right to 
choose-to be assured, wherever possible, ac
cess to a variety of products and services at 
competitive ·prices * * * .'' We, therefore, 
commend the administration for its opposi
tion to these bills. 

STATEMENT BY CONSUMER ADVISORY COUNCIL 
ON DENIAL OF COlii'SUMER RIGHT ON GROUNDS 
OF RACE 
Whereas the President of the United States 

of America, in his message on consumers pro
tection and interest program of March 15, 
1962, emphasized among the basic rights of 
the consumer (1) the right to safety, (2) 
the right to choose, · (3) the right to be 
heard, and that "consumer interests will 
receive full and sympathetic consideration 
in the formulation of Government policy"; 
and 

Whereas thousands of Negro consumers in 
all parts of the Nation are denied their rights 
as consumers to purchase goods and serv
ices freely in the marketplace: Be it 

Resolved, That we urge immediate and 
positive action by the administration through 
all available administrative and legal means 
and by the support of legislation prohibiting 
discrimination against customers by stores, 
hotels, theaters, restaurants and other busi
nesses on the ground of race. 

We are heartened by the news that the 
President will deliver a special message on 
basic human and civil rights and urge that 
this message stress the relationship of these 
rights to the rights of citizens as consumers, 
as a followup to his original basic address 
on consumer protection and interest pro
gram. 
MEMBERS OF THE CONSUMER ADVISORY COUNCIL 

Dr. Helen G. Canoyer, chairman, dean, New 
York State College of Home Economics, Cor
nell University, Ithaca, N.Y. 

Mr. David W. Angevine, public relations 
director, Cooperative League of the U.S.A., 
1012 14th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

Dr. Persia Campbell, professor and chair
man, econolllics department, Queens College 
of City University, Flushing, N.Y. 

Mr. Stephen M.- Du Brul, Jr., partner, Leh
man Brothers, 1 William Street, New York, 
N.Y. 

Mrs. John G. Lee, past president, League 
of Women Voters, 1026 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

Dr. Edward S. Lewis, executive director: 
Urban League of Greater New York, 202 West 
136th Street, New York, N.Y. 

Hon. Walter F. Mondale, attorney general, 
State of Minnesota, 102 State Capitol, St. 
Paul, Minn. · 

Dr. Richard L. D. Morse, professor and 
head, department of family economics, Jus
tin Hall, Kansas State University, Manhat
tan, Kans. 

Mrs. Helen E. Nelson, California Consumer 
Counsel, Governor's Office, Sacramento, Calif. 

Dr. Caroline Ware, consultant, RFD 1, Box 
138, Vienna, Va. 

Dr. Colston E. Warne, president, Consumers 
Union of U.S., Inc., professor of economics, 
Amherst College, Amherst, Mass. 

NEW PRICE-MAINTENANCE LAW SLIPPING 
THROUGH CONGRESS UNNOTICED 

(By Sidney Margolius) 
A new price-maintenance law is slipping 

· through Congress unnoticed and unpro
tested by the public which would have to 
pay higher prices as the result. This was the 
frank warning sounded at the annual con
ference of the Council on Consumer Infor
mation in Washington recently, by a group 
of consumer-minded Congressmen. 

The proposed measure is called the quality 
stabilization bill. It is really the old "fair 
trade" law under a new name, and fair trade 
itself is really price-fixing. If passed, quality 
stabilization, would enable manufacturers to 
revoke the right of a retailer to sell their 
brand-name products if the retailer cut the 
prices. · 

"Quality stabilization" sounds like some
thing desirable. But like the "right-to
work" name on antiunion legislation, it is an 
attempt to fool the public as to its real in
tent. In this case, the real intent is to limit 
competition among retailers, and require all 
retailers to sell a manufacturer's brand at 
the same price if the manufacturer so desires. 

The reason some manufacturers and re
tailers, especially in the drug industry, are 
pushing to get this new law, is that the 
State fair trade laws have been declared un
constitutional in about half the States. In 
the other States, fair trade either was never 
enacted or is being ignored to a large extent 
by price-cutting retailers and manufacturers. 

But quality stabilization could damage 
your pocketbook even more than the fair 
trade laws ever did, because it would make 
it even easier for manufacturers to fix prices. 
The manufacturer would not even have to 
seek price agreements with retailers State by 
State. His fixed price would apply in all 
States, including those that previously never 
had a fair trade law. 

The effect on prices you pay would be 
drastic. Congressman JoHN DINGELL, Demo
crat, of Michigan, warned the educators and . 
organizations at the consumer conference 
that a shopping survey by the U.S. Justice 
Department indicated that prices of such 
goods as household equipment could be 
raised as much as 27Y2 percent. Another 
serious effect would be to freeze prices of 
medicines at their present high levels. 

The alarming fact is the speed at which 
the quality stabilization bill is moving 
through the U.S. House of Representatives 
with no protest from the public. The public 
itself has had no warning and does not 
realize the danger that has suddenly de
veloped. Congressman DINGELL reported 
that he has had heavy mail from his own 
district in favor of the bill, but not a single 
letter in opposition. Congresswoman LEONOR 
SuLLIVAN, Democrat, of Missouri, also re
ported heavy mail in favor of the P:tice
fixing measure but no opposition. Mrs. 
SuLLIVAN, warned that once the bill gets out 
of committee it will pass the House of Rep
resentatives< 

Senators EsTES KEFAUVER, Democrat, of Ten
nessee, and LEE METCALF, Democrat, of Mon
tana, also warned that the new price-fixing 
bill could be enacted before the public knew 
what had hit it, and that they too got heavy 
mail from businessmen against consumer 
legislation but little from consumers, sup
porting their own interests. Senator MET
CALF reported that California Retail Drug
gist published a "model" letter in favor. of 
price-fixing laws, that druggists could adapt 
to send to local newspapers. 

The quality stabilization bill is being spon
sored by Representative OREN HARRIS, Demo
crat, of Arkansas, chairman of the House 
Interstate Commerce Committee. He has 
been trying for some years to get a price
fixing law passed. His bill is known as H.R. 
3669, but 20 other identical price-fixing bills 
also have been introduced by other Congress
men. 
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The critical stage will come late in April 

when a House Interstate Commerce subcom
mittee, headed by Representative HARLEY 
STAGGERS, Democrat, of West Virginia, holds 
hearings on it. 

The Government a,gencies which have the 
responsibility for fighting price fixing of the 
things you buy are strictly against such 
laws. The Federal Trade Commission, Jus
tice Department, and Commerce Department 
all have attacked the quality stabilization 
bill as a price-boosting measure. Lee Loevin
ger, Assistant Attorney General in charge of 
the Antitrust Division, last year told a Sen
ate Commerce Subcom111ittee, that quality 
stabilization would let manufacturers fix 
prices at high, noncompetitive levels "calcu
lated to yield what the traffic could bear ... 
Moreover, under the proposed measure, price 
fixing could be extended to fresh produce, 
canned goods, clothing, gasoline, building 
materials, even meat and potatoes, Loevinger 
warned. 

Some retailers themselves are opposed to 
pric_e-fixing laws. Writing in Home Furnish
ings Daily, Maurice M. Cohen, a leadip.g Mas
sachusetts retailer, pointed out that manu
facturers would protect quality for their own 
sakes without the quality stabilization meas
ure, and that even though appliance prices 
have been reduced by sharp competition, 
recent models have been improved. The pro
posed law actually would bar "Mrs. Con
sumer" from the privilege of buying at 
competitive prices since she would pay the 
same fixed price at all stores. "Why should 
a low-markup store be forced to maintain a:q 
artificially high margin which he doesn't 
need and doesn't want?" Mr. Cohen asked. 

The danger, however, is that several in
fluential Senators often otherwise considered 
among the Senate liberals, do support price 
fiXing. These include HUBERT HUMPHREY, 
Democrat, of Minnesota, himself a former 
druggist; MIKE MONRONEY, Democrat, of 
Oklahoma, a former furniture merchant, and 
WILLIAM PROXMIRE, Democrat, of Wisconsin. 

A revealing example of how you would have 
to pay more if quality stabilization passes, is 
the dual price system now used by one lead
ing manufacturer ( (, Sunbeam)). This 
manufacturer's appliances, generally consid
ered very high quality, now are sold under 
one name ((,Sunbeam,}) at cut prices, and 
under another name ((, Vista,)) at fixed 
prices. Thus, unwary shoppers inay pay sev
eral dollars more for an iron under one name 
than for a siinllar iron under another name. 
In this case the manUfacturer has worked 
out a way to fix prices on the theory that he 
still owns the merchandise even when it is in 
the hands of the retailer. 

Ron. MAURINE NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 30, 1963. 

MY DEAR MRs. NEUBERGER: In an economy 
which permits the consumer to enjoy "EOM 
sales," "inventory clearances," white sales, 
etc., as a means of obtaining what may oth
erwise be out of his financial reach, H.R. 
3669 appears as a black cloud over this Na
tion. This bill could do no good for any_
one. May I ask that you oppose it as well 
as the several other similar bills now before 
Congress. · 

Sincerely, . 
Mr. and Mrs. DoNALD R. FROMWiLLER. 

PoRTLAND, OREG. 

COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS 
OP AMERICA, 

Washington, D.C., May 13, 1963. 
Hon. MAURICE B. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senate, 
washington, D.C. 
. . MY DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I thought 
you might like to know that the Communi
cations Workers of America is opposed-to the 

adoption of S. 77-1, the proposed Quality Sta
bilization Act. 

In my opinion, its title is a misnomer, 
since its provisions do not in any way either 
stabll1ze or guarantee the element of quality 
so prized. by the housewife. Quality stabili
zation sounds very :fl.ne, but like the right
to-work tag on labor legislation which gives 
no one a. right to work, it misleads the Amer
ican consumer a.s to its real intent. 

This bill is actually a "fair trade" bill un
der a new name. . Its primary purpose is 
really price fixing, and at a higher than nec
essary level. Its primary effect would be to 
increase the cost of living. The members of 
CW A are vitally affected. It does little good 
to negotiate a wage increase only to have 
it taken away through such legislation. 

The American taxpayers have a right to 
better treatment from their elected repre
sentatives. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. A. BEIRNE, 

President. 

MEDFORD, OREG., June 10, 1963. 
Ron. MAURINE NEUBERGER, 
washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: Please work 
against the Quality Stabilization Act-H.R. 
3669. 

We need competition, not G~vernment 
regulation to keep our country going. This 
"act" would be another serious step toward 
the social welfare state and we have too 
much of that now. This would be very hard 
on the consumers. We need drugs, etc., at 
lower prices, not set by the companies that 
produce them, but by competition. 

M. R. DAVENPORT. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mrs. NEUBERGER. I am glad to 
yield. 

Mr. MORSE. My colleague has com
mended the Consumer Council. I am 
glad she has done so. I wish to com
mend my colleague for once again tak
ing up the cudgels in defense of the con
sumers of America, as she has done time 
and time ·again. 

I am a veteran in the war on so
called fair trade legislation. For many 
years I have fought attempts on the 
part of business to engage in price rig
ging. When all is said and done-and 
the figure of speech my colleague used 
this afternoon was very proper; she re
ferred to the "wolf in sheep's clothing"
when we strip the bill of its camoufiage, 
what we really see is an attempt on the 
part of certain businesses in this country 
to fix prices. 

I have always taken the position that 
price control, if we must have it--and 
it is never justified except in a time of 
economic crisis or emergency-is a pre
rogative that must be retained by the 
Government, and not delegated to any 
group of businesses in this country. 

One would think that the supporters 
of fair trade would have read the court 
decisions of recent years on this subject, 
for they have "taken" it on the jaw and 
the nose, at the same time, in one case 
after another that has reached the courts. 
The courts have told business that this 
is a policy that cannot stand up against 
existing judicial criteria. 

My colleague from Oregon is correct 
in stating that there is again a con
certed lobby d1ive to push through leg
islation under the catch name "fair 
trade." Who is not for fair trade? But 

"fair trade" · is not involved in this pro
posal. This is an attempt on the part 
of certain business-es to get themselves 
into a position where they can gouge 
consumers. t want them to know that 
the senior Senator from Oregon has never 
felt better, has never felt that he could 
engage in a more vigorous debate than 
he can this year, and does not intend to 
let the bill pass, if he can stop it. 

Mrs. NEUBERGER. I appreciate the 
Senator's remarks. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be 1·escinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I under
stand that there is at the desk a highly 
privileged matter-the message of the 
President on civil rights. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I may ask the 
Senate first to consider several other 
matters? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the ma
jority leader has several matters that he 
wishes to ask the Senate to consider. I 
yield to the majority leader. 

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN MIN
ERAL INTERESTS IN PROPER'I:Y 
IN SOUTH CAROLINA 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of Calendar No. 235, Senate 
bill 1326. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
1326) to provide for the conveyance of 
certain mineral interests of the United 
States in :Property in South Carolina to 
the record owners of the surface of that 
property. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
with an amendment on page 2, line 6, 
after the word "of", to strike out "the 
sum of $200" and insert "such sum as 
may be fixed by the Secretary"; so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
.Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembZed, That the 
Secretary of the Interior shall convey to 
those persons who, on the date of enactment 
of this Act, are the record owners of the 
surface rights thereof, all of the right, title, 
and interest of the United States in and to 
the real property consisting of fifty-three 
and three-tenths acres and more particularly 
described in the conveyance entered into be
tween Gus Loskoski and Ola Loskoski as 
grantors and L. T . . Vaughn and Sheron K. 
Vaughn as grantees, . which conveyance is 
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recorded in the office of the clerk of ·court for 
Anderson County, South Carolina, in deed 
book A-9 at page 257. Such conveyance 
shall be made only if application is made 
therefor by a record owner of the surface 
rights within one year after the date of en
actment of this Act and upon payment to 
the United States by such record owner of 
such sum as may be fixed by the Secretary to 
reimburse the United States for the admin
istrative cost of the conveyance plus the fair 
market value of the minerals as determined 
by the Secretary. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, S. 
1326 would authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to sell to the record surface 
owners of the land the mineral rights 
reserved by the United States in a tract 
of 53.3 acres located in Anderson County, 
S.C. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one question? I may 
be able to save some time. 

Mr. THURMOND. I am pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. MORSE. As I understand, the 
transaction is to be a sale. Due com
pensation will be paid for .· the Federal 
interest. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator is 
correct--if there is any value in the in
terest now owned by the Government. 
As I understand, there will probably be 
no charge, or perhaps only a nominal 
charge. I believe the report explains it. 

Mr. MORSE. As the Senator knows, I 
am interested in being informed as to 
whether the bill conforms to the Morse 
formula in regard to the transfer of a 
Federal interest. 

Mr. THuRMOND. I do not believe 
.there would be any objection under the 
Morse formula. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
while the Senator from Oregon is ex
amining the report, I ask unanimous 
consent that at this point in the RECORD 
excerpts from the report on the bill, No. 
253, be printed. 

The report contains an explanation of 
the purpose of the measure, the commit
tee amendment, the recommendation, 
executive reports, and also a letter ad
dressed to Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON, 
chairman of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, from the Depart
ment of the Interior, and also a letter 
from the Executive Office of the Presi
dent addressed to the chairman of the 
committee [Mr. JAcKsoN], signed by 
Phillip S. Hughes. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
from the report were ordered to be 
printed in the REcoRD, as follows: 

PURPOSE OF MEASURE 
S. 1326 would require the Secretary of the 

Interior to sell to the record surface owners 
the mineral rights reserved by the United 
States in a tract of 53.3 acres of land located 
in Anderson County, S.C. 

The Federal interests comprise 75 percent 
of the mineral estate, but the Department of 
the Interior, both in oral testimony and 
in its written report, states the subject lands 
are deemed to be without value for minerals, 
either metalliferous or nonme.talliferous, and 
that there are no outstanding Federal 
mineral leases or applications ther_efore on 
them. _ 

The acreage, as a part of a larger tract, was 
acquired by the Federal Government in 1937 

under an emergency relief program. In 1945, 
the then Farm Security Administration (now 
the Farmers Home Administration) quit
claimed the land to private individuals, re
serving the 75 percent of the mineral estate 
to the Federal Government. In 1950, the 
tract was conveyed to the present titleholder. 

Just prior to this conveyance, Congress by 
the act of September 6, 1950 (found in 7 
U.S.C. 1033-1039) authorized the Secretary 
of Agriculture to dispose of such mineral 
estates to the surface owner if appllcation 
therefor was filed within 7 years from the 
effective date of the law or from the date of 
the acquisition of the minerals estate by 
the United States, whichever is later. In 
areas where the Secretary of Agriculture de
termined, after consultation with this De
partment and competent local authorities, 
that there was no active mineral develop
ment or leasing, the mineral interests cov
ered by a single application would be sold 
for $1. In other areas, the mineral inter
ests were to be sold at their fair market value. 

Any mineral estates not conveyed to the 
surface owners under the act of September 
6, 1950, were transferred to the Secretary 
of the Interior after the expiration of such 
periods, and now are available for leasing 
under the Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired 
Lands (30 U.S.C. 351-359). 

While enactment of the statute and pub
lication of implementing regulations were 
public acts and personal notice given owners 
in most instances, it appears that in some 
cases successor surface owners did not have 
actual knowledge of their rights. The time 
for exercise of those rights now has expired, 
and hence special legislation for specific, in
dividual cases such as the instant one is 
necessary. 

Senator THURMOND informed the commit
tee that although the present owner's prede
cessor in title was given personal notice of 
his rights to acquire the whole of the min
eral estate, such notice was not in fact served 
upon the then actual owner. 

The surface owner now desires to build a 
house on his land, but finds that the out
standing Federal reservation constitutes a 
cloud upon his title and makes financing ex
tremely difficult. Thus, unless the owner 
is permitted t-o clear his title, in effect he is 
foreclosed from building a home on his land. 

THE COMM:rrrEE AMENDMENT 
The committee adopted an amendment 

recommended by the Department of the 
Interior at the suggestion of the Comptroller 
General to provide that the surface owner 
should pay full costs of conveyancing. The 
committee went inrto the matter of prob
able amount of such costs with some care 
and was assured that in this case it was 
unlikely that costs would amount to as much 
as the $200 called for in the bill as in
troduced. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The committee finds that the Federal Gov

ernment's reservation of 75 percent of the 
mineral estate in the subject lands are of 
no probable or foreseeable value to the Fed
eral Government, and recommends enact
ment of S. 1326, thus enabling the surface 
owner to develop his land. No appropria
tion or cost to the Federal Government is 
called for under the bill. 

EXEC~VE REPORTS 
The "no objection" reports of the Depart

ment of the Interior and the Bureau of the 
Budget are herein set forth in full. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, D.O., May 10, 1963. 
Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR jAcKsoN: Your conimittee 
has requested a report on S. 1326, a bill to 

provide for the conveyance of certain min
eral interests of the United States in prop
erty in South Carolina to the record owners 
of the surface of that property. 

We would not object to the enactment of 
the bill, subject to the committee's con
sideration of our recommendations below. 

The bill would require the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey to the surface owners 
all of the rights of the United States in 
and to the minerals contained in 53-.3 acres 
of -land located in Anderson County, S .C. 
The bill requires that application for the 
conveyance must be filed within 1 year after 
enactment of the bill and that the surface 
owners shall pay to the United States the 
sum of the fair market value of its interest, 
as determined by the Secretary of the In
terior, and $200 to reimburse the United 
States for the administrative costs of the 
conveyance. 

We have been apprised that tb.e Farm 
Security Administration (now the Farmers 
Home Administration) quitclaimed on Jan
uary 6, 1945, a tract of land to Gus and 
Ola Loskoski, reserving to the United States 
a 75-percent interest in the mineral estate. 
A portion of the tract was conveyed by 
the Loskoskis to L. T. and Sheron K. Vaughn 
on October 13, 1950. 

The act of September 6, 1950, 7 U.S.C. 
1033-1039, authorized the Secretary of 
Agriculture to dispose of such mineral 
estates to the surface owner if application 
therefor was filed within 7 years from the 
effective date of the law or from the date 
of the acquisition of the minerals estate 
by the United States, whichever is later. 
In areas where the Secretary of Agriculture 
determined, after consultation with this 
Department and competent local authorities 
that there was no active mineral develop
ment or leasing, the mineral interests cov
ered by a single application would be sold 
for $1. In other areas, the mineral interests 
were to be sold at their fair market value. 
Any mineral estates not conveyed to the 
surface owners under the act of September 
6, 1950, were transferred to the Secretary 
of the Interior after the expiration of such 
periods. Our Geological Survey states that 
although the land is located in an area 
where deposits of mica and monazite are 
known to occur, this specific land is believed 
to be without value for minerals, either 
metalliferous or nonmetalliferous. 

Our only interest in this matter stems 
from our authority to issue mineral leases 
pursuant to the Mineral Leasing Act for 
Acquired Lands (30 U.S.C. 351-359) and sec
tion 402 of the Reorganization Plan of 1946 
(60 Stat. 1099). The records of our Bureau 
of Land Management indicate that there 
are no outstanding leases or applications 
covering the Government's intereE~ in the 
minerals. 

If the committee finds that there are jus
tifiable reasons for the failure of the surface 
owners to avail themselves of the act of Sep
tember 6, 1950, supra, or that the existence 
of the mineral interest owned by the United 
State militates against intensive development 
of the. land, we would interpose no objection 
to the enactment of S. 1326, subject to the 
following amendment. We believe that the 
Government should be compensated in full 
for the administrative costs attendant upon 
making the conveyance. We, therefore, sug
gest that the bill be amended on page 2, 
lines 6 and 7, by substituting for the words 
"the sum of $200" the following: "such sum 
as may be fixed -by the Secretary." With 
respect to similar legislation, the Comptroller 
General's office informally has posed the 
question whether the sum of $200 is sufficient 
to cover the costs relating to appraisal of 
the mineral estate and the issuance of the 
document of transfer. The suggested 
amendment would permit the Government 
to recover its costs in full. 
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The Bureau of the Budget has advised that 

there is no objection to the presentation of 
this report from the standpoint of the ad
minist ration's program. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN A. CARVER, Jr., 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
OF THE PRESIDENT, 

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.O., May 17, 1963. 

Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insu

lar Affairs, u:s. Senate, Washington, D .O. 
DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: This is in reply to 

your request for the views of the Bureau of 
the Budget on S. 1326, a bill to provide for 
the conveyance of certain mineral interests 
of the United States in property in South 
Carolina to the record owners of the surface 
of that property. 

The report which the Secretary of the 
Interior is submitting sets forth the facts 
in this case and raises no objection to en
actment of the bill subject to consideration 
of certain recommendations. 

The Bureau of the Budget would have no 
objection to the enactment of S. 1326 if 
amended as suggested by the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILLIP S. HUGHES, 

Assistant Director tor 
Legislative Reference. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
checked with the Senator from South 
Carolina and I have read the bill. I am 
advised-and the report seems to indi
cate that it is true-that there is no 
Federal value involved. The report 
states: 

In areas where the Secretary of Agricul
ture determined, after consultation with 
this Department and competent local au
thorities, that there was no active mineral 
development or leasing, the mineral interests 
covered by a single application would be 
sold for $1. In other areas, the mineral in
terests were to be sold at their fair market 
value. 

I have been assured that no Federal 
value for which the Federal Government 
would be entitled to receive compensa
tion is involved. The Senator from 
South Carolina can check me carefully 
on the language I am about to state. 
The bill is needed in order to place the 
owners of the property in a position in 
which their title would be cleared. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. THURMOND. That is correct. 
Mr. MORSE. I have no objection. 

The record will show that the Morse 
formula is not involved. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Sen
ator from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit
tee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

bill is open to further amendment. If 
there be no further amendment to be 
proposed, the question is on the third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN 
MINERAL RIGHTS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 

consideration of Calendar No. 234, Sen
ate bill 1154. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
1154) to provide for the conveyance of 
certain mineral rights to Christmas 
Lake, Incorporated, and Karlson Devel
opment Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 

-which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
with amendments, on page 1, line 6, 
after the word "and", to strike out 

-"$200" and insert "such sum as may be 
fixed by the Secretary of the Interior"; 
in line 9, after the word "Incorporated", 
to strike out "and Karlson Development 
Corporation, both"; and in line 10, after 
the word "Minnesota", to strike out 
"each as owner of an undivided one-half 
interest,"; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
. of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized and 
directed to convey by quitclaim deed, in re
turn for the payment of an amount equal 
to the sum of the fair market value of the 
rights conveyed and such sum as may be 
fixed by the Secretary of the Interior to re
imburse the United States for the adminis
trative costs of the conveyance, to Christ
mas Lake, Incorporated, in Minnesota, all oil, 
gas, and other mineral rights which are held 
by the United States in the following de
scribed lands situated in Carver County, 
Minnesota: Tract A, registered land survey 
numbered 14, files of registrar of titles, Carver 
County, Minnesota. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] one question. 

Can the Senator from Minnesota tell 
me whether or not any Federal value is 
involved in the bill calling for a trans
fer of mineral rights? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The bill would 
authorize and direct the Secretary of the 

·Interior to sell for fair market value, 
plus the administrative costs of con

·veyance, the mineral rights reserved by 
the United States in a tract of approxi

. mately 56 acres. There are, however, no 
minerals there. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator. I 
compliment the Senator. I want him to 
know how much I appreciate the great 
respect he has paid to the Morse formula. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota has been in the Senate long 
enough to fully respect the Morse 
formula. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Is my 

understanding correct that the bill deals 
only with the transfer of mineral rights? 
Do the people involved already own the 
land ttself? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. The bill would merely extend 
the exercise of a law that was placed on 
the books in 1959. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, -I 
ask unanimous consent that the commit.
tee amendments be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an excerpt from the report (No. 
254), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF MEASURE 
S. 1154 would authorize and direct the 

Secretary of the Interior to sell, for fair 
market value plus the administrative costs 
of conveyancing, the mineral rights reserved 
by the United States in a tract of some 56 
acres in Carver County, Minn., to the surface 
owners. 

Officers of the Department of the Interior 
testified at the hearings that there were no 
Federal mineral leases or lease applications 
pending on the tract, and that the U.S. Geo
logical Survey did not believe the lands to 
have any mineral values. There is no record 
of mineral activity in the vicinity. 

The subject lands had been owned by the 
Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation, and 
were conveyed to the predecessors in title of 
the Christmas Lake Co. in 1942 with a reser
vation of 50 percent of the minerals in them. 
In 1950, Con_gress enacted general legislation 
authorizing surface owners of lands the 
status of which was similar to the subject 
lands to purchase the reserved mineral rights 
if application therefor was filed within 7 

·years from the effective date of the law or 
from the date of the acquisition of the min
erals estate by the United States, whichever 
is later. In areas where the Secretary of 
Agriculture determined, after consultation 
with this Department and competent local 
authorities that there was no active mineral 
development or leasing, the mineral interests 
covered by a single application would be sold 
for $1. In other areas, the mineral interests 
were to be sold at their fair market value. 
Any mineral estates not conveyed to the 
surface owners under the act of September 6, 
1950, were transferred to the Secretary of the 
Interior after the expiration of the cutoff 
periods specified in the statute (act of Sep
tember 6, 1950; found in 7 U.S.C. 1033-1039). 

While enactment of the law was of course 
a matter of public record, and regulations for 
implementing it were duly published in the 
Federal Register, individual surface owners 
were not in every case informed personally 
of their rights. Hence in some instances 
such owners failed to avail themselves of the 
opportunity afforded by the statute because 
of lack of knowledge. 

Christmas Lake, Inc., came into possession 
of the property in 1959, after the cutoff peri
od provided by the law and after the Fed
eral mineral interests had been conveyed 
by the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation 
for leasing under the Mineral Leasing Act 
for Acquired Lands (30 U.S.C. 351-359), and 
section 402 of the Reorganization Plan of 
1946 (60 Stat. 1099). 

The Federal Government's reservation of 
50 percent of the mineral rights constitutes 
a cloud on the title of the surface owner 
and interferes with title Insurance, thus 
hampering development. The reserved rights 
appear to be of no probable value to the 
United States. 

THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS 
At the time S. 1154 was introduced by 

Senator HuMPHREY, title to the tract was 
held by Christmas Lakes, Inc., and the Karl
son Development Corp. by undivided one
half interest in each. Subsequently, how
ever, Senator HuMPHREY informed the 
committee that the "Karlson Development 
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Corp.'s one-half interest had been purchased 
by and conveyed to Christmas Lake, Inc. 

Hence, the committee amended the bill 
to provide for conveyance only to Christ
mas Lake. 

The amendment with respe<:t to payment 
of the full administrative costs of convey
ancing was adopted at the request of the 
Department of the Interior which stated its 
recommendation was based upon questions 
raised by the Comptroller General. The 
committee was informed that while the 
Comptroller General advised that $200 might 
in some instances be insufficient, and that 
the cost provision should be on an ad hoc 
basis, there was no reason to believe that in 
this instance such costs would exceed $200 
and well might be less. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
is no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time and passed. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
"A bill to provide for the sale of certain 
mineral rights to Christmas Lake, In
corporated, in Minnesota." 

NATIONAL SERVICE LIFE 
· INSURANCE 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of Calendar No. 231, H.R. 220, 
and that the bill be made the pending 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

'The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
220) tO amend section 704 of title 38, 
United States Code, to permit the con
version or exchange of policies of na
tional service life insurance to a new 
modified life plan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Finance, with an amendment, 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That this Act may be cited as the "National 
Service Life Insurance Amendment Act of 
1963". 

SEC. 2. Subchapter I of chapter 19 of title 
38, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new section: 
"§ 725. Limited period for acquiring insur-

ance 
" (a) Any person (other than a person re

ferred to in subsection (e) of this section) 
heretofore eligible to apply for National Serv
ice Life Insurance after October 7, 1940, and 
before January 1, 1957, shall upon applica
tion in writing made within one year after 
the effective date of this section, submission 
of evidence of good health satisfactory to the 
Administrator at the time of such applica
tion, and payment of the required premiums, 
be granted insurance under the same terms 
and conditions as are contained in standard 
policies of National Service Life Insurance 
except (1) five-year level premium term in
surance may not be issued or renewed on the 
term plan after the applicant's fiftieth birth
day; (2) the net premium rates shall be 
based on the 1958 Commissioners Standard 
Ordinary Basic Mortality Table, increased at 
the time of issue by such an amount as the 
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Administrator determines to be necessary for 
sound actuarial operations, and thereafter 
such premiums may be adjusted as the Ad
ministrator determines to be so necessary 
but at intervals of not less than two years; 
(3) an additional premium to cover admin
istrative costs to the Government as de
termined by the Administrator at time of 
issue shall be charged for insurance issued 
under this subsection and for any total dis
ability income provision attached thereto, 
and thereafter such costs may be adjusted 
as the Administrator determines to be nec
essary but at intervals of not less than five 
years; ( 4) all cash, loan, and paid-up insur
ance values shall be based on the 1958 Com
missioners Standard Ordinary Basic Mortal
ity Table and all extended term insurance 
values shall be based on 130 per centum of 
such table; ( 5) all settlements on policies 
involving annuities shall be calculated on 
the basis of the Annuity Table for 1949; 
(6) all calCUlations in connection with in
surance issued under this subsection shall be 
based on interest at the rate of 3 per centum 
per annum; (7) all rights under such insur
ance and any total disability income provi
sion attached thereto, whether in force or 
lapsed, shall terminate effective upon the 
date the policyholder enters on active duty 
or active duty for training under a call or 
order to such duty for a period of thirty-one 
days or more; (8) the insurance shall not be 
payable for death which occurs while the 
insured is on active duty or active duty for 
training under a call or order to such duty for 
a period of less than thirty-one days, if de
pendency and indemnity compensation is 
payable in such case at the time of death, 
however, the cash value, if any, less any in
debtedness shall be paid to the designated 
beneficiary, if living, otherwise to the in
sured's estate; (9) the insurance shall in
clude such other changes in terms and con
ditions as the Administrator determines to 
be reasonable and practicable; (10) the in
surance and any total disability income pro
vision attached thereto shall be on a non
participating basis and all premiums and 
other collections therefor shall be credited 
to a revolving fund established in the Treas
ury of the United States and the payments 
on such insurance and disability provision 
shall be made directly from such fund. 

"(b) (1) There is authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be required to 
provide capital for the revolving fund to 
carry out the purpose of this section. Such 
appropriations shall be advanced to the re
volving fund as needed and shall bear inter
est as determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, taking into consideration the aver
age yield on all marketable interest-bearing 
obligations of the United States of compara
ble maturities then forming a . part of. the 
public debt and shall be repaid to the Treas
ury over a reasonable period of time. 

"(2) The Administrator is authorized to 
set aside out of the revolving fund estab
lished under subsection (a) of this section 
such reverse amounts as may be required un
der accepted actuarial principles to meet all 
liabilities on insurance issued under sub
section (a) of this section and any total dis
ability income provision attached thereto. 
The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
to invest in and to sell, and retire special 
interest-bearing obligations of the United 
States for the account of the revolving fund. 
Such obligations issued for this purpose shall 
have maturities fixed with due regard for the 
needs of the fund and shall bear interest 
at a rate equal to the average market yield 
(computed by the Secretary of the Treasury 
on the basis of market quotations as of the 
end of the calendar month next preceding 
the date of issue) o·n al.J. marketable interest
bearing obligations of the United States then 
forming a part of the public debt which 
are not due or callable until after the expira
tion of four years from the end of such cal-

endar month; except that where such aver
age market yield is not a multiple of 
one-eighth of 1 per centum, the rate of inter
est of such obligations shall be the multiple 
of one-eighth of 1 per centum nearest such 
market yield. 

"(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 782 of this title, there are hereby 
authorized to be made available for expendi
ture out of the revolving fund such sums 
as Congress may deem appropriate to pay the 
cost of administration of insurance issued 
under subsection (a) of this section, and 
any total disability income provision at
tached thereto, for transfer to the appropri
ation, 'General operating expenses, Veter
ans' Administration', or as may otherwise be 
specified in appropriation Acts. 

" (c) Any person who applies for insurance 
under subsection (a) of this section and who 
cannot qualify for insurance thereunder 
solely because of a service-connected disabil
ity for which compensation would be pay
able, 1f 10 per centum or more in degree, shall 
be granted insurance under the same terms 
and conditions as are contained in standard 
policies of National Service Life Insurance 
except (1) five-year level premium term in
surance may not be issued or renewed on the 
term plan after the applicant's fiftieth birth
day (2) an additional premium to cover ad
ministrative costs to the Government as de
termined by the Administrator at the time 
of issue shall be charged for insurance issued 
under this subsection and for any total dis
ab1lity income provision attached thereto 
(for which the insured may subsequently 
become eligible) and thereafter such costs 
may be adjusted as the Administrator de
termines to be necessary but at intervals of 
not less than five years; (3) the insurance 
and any total disability income provision 
attached thereto shall be on a nonpartici
pating basis; ( 4) all settlements on policies 
involving annuities shall be calculated on 
the basis of The Annuity Table for 1949, and 
interest at the rate of 3 per centum per 
annum; (5) all rights under such insurance 
and any total disability income provision at
tached thereto, whether in force or lapsed, 
shall terminate effective upon the date the 
policyholder enters on active duty or active 
duty for training under a call or order to 
such duty for a period of thirty-one days or 
more; (6) the insurance shall not be payable 
for death .which occurs when the insured is 
on active duty or active duty for training 
under a call or order to such duty for a 
period of less than thirty-one days, if de
pendency and indemnity compensation is 
payable in such case at the time of death, 
however, the cash value, if any, less any in
debtedness shall be paid to .the designated 
beneficiary, if living, otherwise to the in
sured's estate; (7) the insurance shall in
clude such other changes in terms and con
ditions as the Administrator determines to 
be reasonable and practicable; (8) all pre
miums and other collections on the insurance 
and any total disability income provision at
tached thereto shall be credited directly to 
the National Service Life Insurance appro
priation and any payments on such insur
ance and total disability income provision 
attached thereto shall be made directly from 
such appropriation. Appropriations neces
sary to carry out the provisions of this sub
section are hereby authorized. Notwith
standing the provisions of section 782 of this 
title, there are hereby authorized to be made 
available for expenditure out of the Na
tional Service Life Insurance appropriation 
such sums as Congress may deem appropriate 
to pay the cost of administration of insur
ance issued under this subsection, and any 
total disability income provision attached 
thereto, for transfer to the appropriation 
'General operating expenses, Veterans' Ad
ministration,' or as may otherwise be speci
fied in appropriation Acts. 
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"(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of. 
section 782 of this title, a medical examina-. 
tion (including any supplemental examina
tion or tests) when required of an applicant 
for issuance of insurance under this section 
or any total disability income provision at
tached thereto shall be at the applicant's own 
expense by a duly licensed physician. 

"(e) No insurance shall be granted under 
this section to any person referred to in sec
tion 107 of this title or to any person while 
on active duty or active duty for training 
under a call or order to such duty for a 
period of thirty-one days or more. 

"(f) (1) Whenever insurance issued under 
this section and any total disability income 
provision attached thereto is terminated as 
provided in this section, the cash value, if 
any, less any indebtedness, of a permanent 
plan policy shall be paid to the insured. Any 
person whose term or permanent plan policy, 
not including a reduced paid-up policy, was 
so terminated while it was not lapsed may, 
upon written application and payment of 
the required premium made within one 
hundred and twenty days after separation 
from active duty or active duty for training, 
replace such policy and any total disability 
income provision attached thereto which was 
in force at the time of termination. The 
policy and provision issued to replace the 
terminated insurance shall be on the same 
plan and shall not be in excess of the 
amount of insurance which was terminated. 
Any person whose permanent plan policy 
was so terminated while such insurance was 
not lapsed may reinstate such insurance and 
any total disability income provision at
tached thereto which was in force at time 
of termination, upon written application, 
payment of the required premium and re
serve within the one hundred and twenty 
day period specified above. A person whose 
paid-up policy was so terminated may rein
state such paid-up insurance within the one 
hundred and twenty day period specified 
above, and any total disability income pro
vision attached thereto which was in force 
at time of termination, upon written appli
cation and payment of the required premium 
and reserve. Waiver of premiums and total 
disability income benefits otherwise author
ized under this chapter shall not be denied 
in any case of reinstatement or replacement 
of insurance or the disability provision under 
this paragraph in which it is shown to the 
satisfaction of the Administrator that the 
total disability of the applicant began before 
the date of his application for such rein
statement or replacement. The provisions 
of the immediately preceding sentence shall 
not be applicable in any case in which such 
total disability existed prior to the date of 
application for, or the effective date of, the 
insurance originally issued under this sec
tion. 

"(2) Any person whose rights under a 
term or permanent plan policy or any total 
disabllity income provision attached thereto 
were terminated under this section, while 
the insurance and provision were in a lapsed 
status, may upon separation from active duty 
or active duty for training, replace such 
policy and provision on the same plan and 
not in excess of the amount of insurance 
terminated, upon written application made 
within one hundred and twenty days after 
separation from such duty, payment of the 
required premium and submission of evi
dence of good health satisfactory to the Ad-
ministrator. · 

"(3) Any person whose rights under a term 
or permanent plan pollcy or total disability 
income provision attached thereto were 
terminated under this section, whether the 
insurance and provision were in force or 
lapsed, may upon separation from active 
duty or active duty for training (A) rein
state such permanent plan policy and pro
vision upon written application, payment of 

the required premium and reserve, and sub
mission of evidence of good health satis
factory to the Administrator; or (B) rein
state such term policy and provision (within 
the term period) upon written application, 
payment of the required premiums, and 
submission of evidence of good health satis
factory to the Administrator. 

" ( 4) Five year level premium insurance 
may be issued under this subsection but not 
renewed on the term plan after the ap
plicant's fiftieth birthday. Insurance re
placed under this subsection shall be issued 
at the premium rate for the applicant's then 
attained age." 

SEC. 3. Section 704 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended (1) by inserting 
"(a)" immediately before "Insurance"; and 
(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing: 

"(b) Under such regulations as the Ad
ministrator may promulgate a policy of par
ticipating insurance may be converted to or 
exchanged for insurance issued under this 
subsection on a modified life plan. Insur
ance issued under this subsection shall be 
on the same terms and conditions as the in
surance which it replaces, except (1) the 
premium rates for such insurance shall be 
based on the 1958 Commissioners Standard 
Ordinary Basic Table of Mortality and inter
est at the rate of 3 per centum per annum; 
(2) all cash, loan, paid-up, and extended 
values shall be based on the 1958 Commis
sioners Standard Ordinary Basic Table of 
Mortality and interest at the rate of 3 per 
centum per annum; and (3) at the end of 
the day preceding the sixty-fifth birthday of 
the insured the face value of the modified 
life insurance policy or the amount of ex
tended term insurance thereunder shali be 
automatically reduced by one-halt thereof, 
without any reduction in premium. 

"(c) Under such regulations as the Ad
ministrator may promulgate, a policy of non
participating insurance may be converted to 
or exchanged for insurance issued under 
this subsection on a modified life plan. In
surance issued under this subsection shall 
be on the same terms and conditions as 
the insurance which it replaces, except that 
( 1) term insurance issued under section 621 
of the National Service Life Insurance Act 
of 1940 shall be deemed for the purposes of 
this subsection to have been issued under 
section 723(b) of this title; and (2) at the 
end of the day preceding the sixty-fifth 
birthday of the insured the face value of 
the modified life insurance policy or the 
amount of extended term insurance there
under shall be automatically reduced by 
one-half thereof, without any reduction in 
premium. Any person eligible for insurance 
under section 722 (a) , or section 725 of this 
title may be granted a modified life insur
ance policy under this subsection which, sub
ject to exception (2) · above, shall be issued 
on the same terms and conditions specified 
in section 722 (a) or section 725, whichever 
is applicable. 

"(d) Any insured whose modified life in
surance policy is in force by payment or 
waiver of premiums on the day before his 
sixty-fifth birthday may upon written ap
plication and payment of premiums made 
before such birthday be granted National 
Service Life Insurance, on an ordinary life 
plan, without physical examination, in an 
amount of not less than $500, in multiples 
of $250, but not in excess of one-half of the 
face amount of the modified life insurance 
policy in force on the day before his sixty
fifth birthday. Insurance issued under this 
subsection shall be effective on the sixty-fifth 
birthday of the insured. The premium rate, 
cash, loan, paid-up, and extended values 
on the ordinary life insurance issued under 
this subsection shall be based on the same 
mortality tables and interest rates as the 
in~urall:ce issued under the modified life 

policy. Settlements on policies involving an
nuities on insurance issued under this sub
section shall be based on the same mortality 
or annuity tables and interest rates as such 
settlements on the modified life policy. If 
the insured is totally disabled on the day 
before his sixty-fifth birthday and premiums 
on his modified life insurance policy are 
being waived under section 712 of this title 
or he is entitled on that date to waiver 
under such section he shall be automatically 
granted the maximum amo~nt of insurance 
authorized under this subsection and 
premiums on such insurance shall be waived 
during the continuous total disability of 
the insured." 

SEc. 4. The analysis of subchapter I of 
chapter 19 of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: 

"725. Limited period for acquiring insur
ance." 

SEC. 5. The amendments made by this 
Act shall take effect as of the first day of 
the first calendar month which begins more 
than six calendar months after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

CIVIL RIGHTS AND JOB OPPOR
TUNITIES-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT <H. DOC. NO. 124) 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, there is 

pending at the desk a highly privileged 
matter, a message from the President 
of the United States on civil rights issues 
and proposed legislation. 

As I said earlier this afternoon, I think 
this is a matter of great historic signifi
cance in the history of our Republic. In 
years to come the historians will write 
of this great message of the President of 
the United States in veins similar to 
those of writings on the message of 
Abraham Lincoln in respect to the 
Erilancipation Proclamation, for the 
message of President Kennedy today is a 
message which seeks to put into effect 
the rights and guarantees of the Eman
cipation Proclamation in respect to mak
ing the Constitution a living instrument 
of value to the Negro citizens of America. 

I indicated earlier this afternoon that 
I think the highest respect should be 
paid to the President of the United States 
and to this message, and that themes
sage should be read in this forum today, 
rather than merely :filed and printed in 
the RECORD. 

The American people are greatly con
cerned about all the implications of this 
message. As I have served in this Cham
ber for many years, I have listened to 
messages from Presidents read from the 
clerk's desk of this body when those mes
sages did not have anywhere near the 
historic significance of the glorious mes
sage of President Kennedy today. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I respect
fully request that this privileged matter 
be taken up at this time. If my request 
is granted-! think, parliamentarily, I 
am entitled to have it granted because of 
the privileged nature of the message-! 
suggest the absence of a quorum, and I 
shall request a live quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the message from the 
President of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
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The Chief Clerk called the· roll and the 

following Senators apswered to their 
names: 

[No. 106 Leg.) 
Aiken Ervin Mlller 
Anderson Gore Morse 
Bartlett Groening Morton 
Bayh Humphrey Nelson 
Boggs Javits Pell 
Burdick Johnston Prouty 
Byrd, Va. Kennedy Scott 
Clark Mansfield Thurmond 
Cooper McCarthy Williams, Del. 
Cotton McClellan Yarborough 
curtis McNamara Young, Ohio 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAsT
LAND], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
EDMONDSON], the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. HARTl, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. McGEE], the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. Moss], and the Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. RussELL] are absent on official 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is not present. 

Mr. MANSFIElD. I move that the 
Sergeant at Arms be directed to request 
the attendance of absent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Sergeant at Arms will execute the order 
of the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. ALLOTT, Mr. 
BEALL, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. 
BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. CANNON, Mr. 
CARLSON, Mr. CASE, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. COT
TON, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. DoDD, Mr. Dam
NICK, Mr. DoUGLAS, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. 
ENGLE, Mr. FONG, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. 
GoLDWATER, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. HAYDEN, 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. HILL, Mr. HoL
LAND, Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JACK
SON, Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, Mr. 
JORDAN of Idaho, Mr. KEATING, Mr. 
KEFAUVER, Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. LAUSCHE, Mr. 
LoNG of Missouri, Mr. LONG of Louisiana, 
Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. Mc'=' 
INTYRE, Mr. MECHEM, Mr. METCALF, Mr. 
MONRONEY, Mr. MUNDT, Mr. MUSKIE, 
Mrs. NEUBERGER, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. PEAR
SON, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. 
RIBICOFF, Mr. ROBERTSON, Mr. SALTON
STALL, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. SMATHERS, Mrs. 
SMITH, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. 
SYMINGTON, Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. TOWER, 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, and Mr. 
YoUNG of North Dakota entered the 
Chamber. and answered to their names. 

The PRE~IDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

The following message from the Presi
dent of the United States was read and 
referred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Last week I addressed to the American 

people an appeal to conscience--a re
quest for their cooperation in meeting 
the growing moral crisis in American 
race relations. I warned of "a rising 
tide of discontent that threatens the pub
lic safety" in many parts of the country. 
I emphasized that "the events in Bir
mingham and elsewhere have so in
creased the cries for equality that no city 
or .State or legislative body can prudently 
choose. to ignor~ them." ";rt is a time to 
act," I said, "in the Congress, in State 
and local legislative bodies and, above all, 
in all of our daily lives." 

In the days that have followed, the 
predictions of increased violence have 
been tragically borne out. The "fires of 
frustration and discor.d" have burned 
hotter than ever. 

At the same time, the response of the 
American people to this appeal to their 
principles and obligations has been reas
suring. Private progress-by merchants 
and unions and local organizations-has 
been marked, if not uniform, in many 
areas. Many doors long closed to Ne
groes, North and South, have been 
opened. Local biracial committees, 
under private and public sponsorship, 
have mushroomed. The mayors of our 
major cities, whom I earlier addressed, 
have pledged renewed action. But per
sisting inequalities and tensions make it 
clear that Federal action must lead the 
way, providing both the Nation's stand
ard and a nationwide solution. In short, 
the time has come for the Congress of 
the United States to join with the execu
tive and judicial branches in making 
it clear to all that race has no place in 
American life or law. 

On February 28 I sent to the Congress 
a message urging the enactment this year 
of three important pieces of civil rights 
legislation: 

1. Voting: Legislation to assure the 
availability to all of a basic and power
ful right-the right to vote in a free 
American election-by providing for the 
appointment of temporary Federal vot
ing referees while voting suits are pro
ceeding in areas of demonstrated need; 
by giving such suits preferential and 
expedited treatment in the Federal 
courts; by prohibiting in Federal elec
tions the application of different tests 
and standards to different voter appli
cants; and by providing that, in voting 
suits pertaining to such elections, the 
completion of the sixth grade by any ap
plicant creates a presumption that he is 
literate. Armed with the full and equal 
right to vote, our Negro citizens can help 
win other rights through political chan
nels not now open to them ill many areas. 

2. Civil .Rights Commission: Legisla
tion to renew and expand the authority 
of the Commission on Civil Rights, en
abling it to serve as a national civil rights 
clearing house offering information, ad;.. 
vice and technical assistance to any pub
lic or private agency that so requests. 

3. School desegregation: Legislation 
to provide Federal technical and finan
cial assistance to aid school districts in 
the process of desegregation in compli
ance with the Constitution. 

Other measures introduced in the Con
gress have also received the support of 
this administration, including those 
aimed at assuring equal employment op
portunity. 

Although these recommendations were 
transmitted to the Congress some time 
ago, neither House has yet had an op
portunity to vote on any of these essen
tial measures. The Negro's drive for 
justice, however, has not stood still
nor will it, it is now clear, until full 
equality is achieved. The growing and 
understandable dissatisfaction of Negro 
citizens with the present pace of deseg
regation, and their increased determina
tion to secure for themselves the equality 
of opportunity and treatment to which 

they are rightfully entitled, have under
scored what should already have been 
clear: the necessity of the Congress en
acting this year-not only the measures 
already proposed-but also additional 
legislation providing legal remedies for 
the denial of certain individual rights. 

The venerable code of equity law com
mands "for every wrong, a remedy." 
But in too many communities, in too 
many parts of the country, wrongs are 
inflicted on Negro citizens for which no 
effective remedy at law is clearly and 
readily available. State and local laws 
may even affirmatively seek to deny the 
rights to which these citizens are fairly 
entitled-and this can result only in a 
decreased respect for the law and in
creased violations of the law. 

In the continued absence of congres
sional action, too many state and local 
officials as well as businessmen will re
main unwilling to accord these rights to 
all citizens. Some local courts and local 
merchants may well claim to be uncer
tain of the law, while those merchants 
-who do recognize the justice of the 
Negro's request <and I believe these con
stitute the great majority of merchants, 
North and South) will be fearful of being 
the first to move, in the face of official, 
customer, employee or competitive pres
sures. Negroes, consequently, can be ex
pected to continue increasingly to seek 
the vindication of these rights through 
organized direct action, with all its 
potentially explosive consequences, such 
as we have seen in Birmingham, in 
Philadelphia, in Jackson, in Boston, in 
Cambridge, Md .• and in many other parts 
of the country. 

In short, the result of continued 
Federal legislative inaction will be con
tinued, if not increased, racial strife
causing the leadership on both sides to 
pass from the hands of reasonable and 
responsible men to the purveyors of hate 
and violence, endangering domestic 
tranquillity, retarding our Nation's 
economic and social progress and 
weakening the respect with which the 
rest of the world regards us. No 
American, I feel sure, would prefer this 
course of tension, disorder and division
and the great majority of our citizens 
simply cannot accept it. 

For these reasons, I am proposing that 
the Congress stay in session this year 
until it has enacted-preferably as a 
single omnibus bill-the most respon
sible, reasonable and urgently needed 
solutions to this problem, solutions which 
should be acceptable to all fair-minded 
men. This bill would be known as the 
"Civil Rights Act of 1963," and would 
include-in addition to the aforemen
tioned provisions on voting rights and 
the Civil Rights Commission-additional 
titles on public accommodations, em
ployment, Federally assisted programs, a 
Community Relations Service, and 
education, with the latter including my 
previous recommendation on this sub
ject. In addition, I am requesting cer
tain legislative and budget amendments 
designed to improve the training, skills 
and economic opportunities of the 
economically distressed and discon
tented, white and Negro alike. Certain 
executive actions are also reviewed here; 
but legislative action is imperative. 
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l. EQUAL ACCOMMODATIONS IN PUBLIC FACILITIES 

Events of recent weeks have again 
underlined how deeply our Negro citizens 
resent the injustice of being arbitrarily 
denied equal access to those facilities and 
sccommodations which are otherwise 
open to the general public. That is a 
daily insult which has no place in a coun
try proud of its heritage-the heritage 
of the melting pot, of equal rights, of 
one nation and one people. No one has 
been barred on account of his race from 
fighting or dying for America-there are 
no "white" or "colored" signs on the fox
holes or graveyards of battle. Surely, 
in 1963, 100 years after emancipation, it 
should not be necessary for any Ameri
can citizen to demonstrate in the streets 
for the opportunity to stop at a hotel, or 
to eat at a lunch counter in the very 
department store in which he is shop
ping, or to enter a motion picture house, 
on the same terms as any other cus
tomer. As I stated in my message to the 
Congress of February 28, "no action is 
more contrary to the spirit of our democ
racy and Constitution-or more right
fully resented by a Negro citizen who 
seeks only equal treatment--than the 
barring of that citizen from restaurants, 
hotels, theaters, recreational areas, and 
other public accommodations and 
facilities." 

The U.S. Government has taken action 
through the courts and by other means 
to protect those who are peacefully dem
onstrating to obtain access to these 
public facilities; and it has taken 
action to bring an end to discrimi
nation in rail, bus and airline terminals, 
to open up restaurants and other 
public facilities in all buildings leased as 
well as owned by the Federal Govern
ment, and to assure full equality of 
access to all federally owned parks, 
forests, and other recreational areas. 
When uncontrolled mob action directly 
threatened the nondiscriminatory use of 
transportation facilities in May 1961, 
Federal marshals were employed to re
store order and prevent potentially wide
spread personal and property damage. 
Growing nationwide concern with this 
problem, however, makes it clear that 
further Federal action is needed now to 
secure the right of all citizens to the full 
enjoyment of all facilities which are open 
to the general public. 

such legislation is clearly consistent 
with the Constitution and with our con
cepts of both human rights and prop
erty rights. The argument that such 
measures constitute an unconstitutional 
interference with property rights has 
consistently been rejected by the courts 
in upholding laws on zoning, collective 
bargaining, minimum wages, smoke con
trol, and countless other measures de
signed to make certain that the use of 
private property is consistent with the 
public interest. While the legal situa
tions are not parallel, it is interesting to 
note that Abraham Lincoln, in issuing 
the Emancipation Proclamation . 100 
years ago, was also accused of violating 
the property rights of slave-owners. 
Indeed, there is an age-old saying that 
"property has its duties as well as its 
rights"; and no property owner who holds 
those premises for the purpose of serving 
at a profit the American public at large 

can claim any inherent right to exclude 
a part of that public on grounds of race 
or color. Just as the law requires com
mon carriers to serve equally all who 
wish their services, so it can require pub
lic accommodations to accommodate 
equally all segments of the general pub
lic. Both human rights and property 
rights are foundations of our society
and both will flourish as the result of 
this measure. 

In a society which is increasingly mo
bile and in an economy which is increas
ingly interdependent, business establish
ments which serve the public-such as 
hotels, restaurants, theaters, stores and 
others--serve not only the members of 
their immediate communities but travel
ers from other States and visitors from . 
abroad. Their goods come from all over 
the Nation. This participation in the 
flow of interstate commerce has given 
these business establishments both in
creased prosperity and an increased re
sponsibility to provide equal access and 
service to all citizens. 

Some 30 States/ the District of Co
lumbia and numerous cities--covering 
some two-thirds of this country and 
well over two-thirds of its people-have 
already enacted laws of varying effec
tiveness against discrimination in places 
of public accommodation, many of them 
in response to the recommendation of 
President Truman's Committee on Civil 
Rights in 1947. But while their efforts 
indicate that legislation in this area is 
not extraordinary, the failure of more 
States to take effective action makes it 
clear that Federal legislation is neces
sary. The State and local approach has 
been tried. The voluntary approach 
has been tried. But these approaches 
are insumcient to prevent the free flow 
of commerce from being arbitrarily and 
inefflciently restrained and distorted by 
discrimination in such establishments. 

Clearly the Federal Government has 
both the power and the obligation to 
eliminate these discriminatory prac-
tices: first, because they adversely affect 
the national economy and the flow of 
interstate commerce; and secondly, be
cause Congress has been specifically em
powered under the Fourteenth Amend
ment to enact legislation making 
certain that no State law permits or 
sanctions the unequal protection or 
treatment of any of its citizens. 

There have been increasing public 
demonstrations of resentment directed 
against this kind of discrimination
demonstrations which too often breed 
tension · and violence. Only the Federal 
Government, it is clear, can make these 
demonstrations unnecessary by provid
ing peaceful remedies for the grievances 
which set them off. 

1 Alaska, California, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Min
nesota, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North 
Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, South Dakota, Vermont, Washing
ton, Wisconsin, Wyoming. Cities with pub
lic accommodations ordinances which are 
outside the above States include Washing
ton, D.C., Wilmington, Del., Louisville , Ky., 
El Paso, Tex., Kansas City, Mo., and St. 
Louis, Mo. 

For these reasons, I am today propos
ing, as part of the Civil Rights Act of 
1963, a provision to guarantee all citizens 
equal access to the services and facilities 
of hotels, restaurants, places of amuse
ment and retail establishments. 

This seems to me to be an elementary 
right. Its denial is an arbitrary indig
nity that no American in 1963 should 
have to endure. The proposal would 
give the person aggrieved the right to 
obtain a court order against the offend
ing establishment or persons. Upon re
ceiving a complaint in a case sufficiently 
important to warrant his conclusion that 
a suit would materially further the pur
poses of the act, the Attorney General
if he finds that the aggrieved party is 
unable to undertake or otherwise arrange 
for a suit on his own (for lack of finan
cial means or effective representation, or 
for fear of economic or other injury)
will first refer the case for voluntary 
settlement to the Community Relations 
Service described below, give the estab
lishment involved time to correct its 
practices, permit State and local equal 
access laws (if any) to operate first, and 
then, and only then, initiate a suit for 
compliance. In short, to the extent that 
these unconscionable practices can be 
corrected by the individual owners, lo
calities and States <and recent expe
rience demonstrate how effectively and 
uneventfully this can be done), the Fed
eral Government has no desire to inter
vene. 

But an explosive national problem 
cannot await city-by-city solutions; and 
those who loudly abhor Federal action 
only invite it if they neglect or evade 
their own obligations. 

This provision will open doors in every 
part of the country which never should 
have been closed. Its enactment will 
hasten the end to practices which have 

.no place in a free and united nation, 
and thus help move this potentially dan
gerous problem from the streets to the 
courts. 

II. DESEGREGATION OF SCHOOLS 

In my message of February 28, while 
commending the progress already made 
in achieving desegregation of education 
at all levels as required by the Constitu
tion, I was compelled to point out the 
slowness of progress toward primary and 
secondary school desegregation. The 
Supreme Court has recently voiced the 
same opinion. Many Negro children 
entering segregated grade schools at the 
time of the Supreme Court decision in 
1954 will enter segregated high schools 
this year, having suffered a loss which 
can never be regained. Indeed, dis
crimination in education is one basic 
cause of the other inequities and hard
ships inflicted upon our Negro citizens. 
The lack of equal educational opportu
nity deprives the individual of equal eco
nomic opportunity, restricts his con
tribution as a citizen and community 
leader, encourages him to drop out of 
school and imposes a heavy burden on 

-the effort to eliminate discriminatory 
practices and prejudices from our na
tional life. 

The Federal courts, pursuant to the 
1954 decision of the United States Su
preme Court and earlier decisions on 
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institutions of higher learning, have 
shown both competence and courage in 
directing the desegregation of schools 
on the local level. It is appropriate to 
keep this responsibility largely within 
the judicial arena. But it is unfair and 
unrealistic to expect that the burden of 
initiating such cases can be wholly borne 
by private litigants. Too often those 
entitled to bring suit on behalf of their 
children lack the economic means for 
instituting and maintaining such cases 
or the ability to withstand the personal, 
physical and economic harassment 
which sometimes descends upon those 
who do institute them. The same is true 
of students wishing to attend the col
lege of their choice but unable to assume 
the burden of litigation. 

These difficulties are among the prin
ocipal reasons for the delay in carrying 
out the 1954 decision; and this delay 
cannot be justified to those who have 
been hurt as a result. Rights such as 
these, as 

0 

the Supreme Court recently 
said, are "present rights. They are not 
merely hopes to some future enjoyment 
of some formalistic constitutional prom-

. ise. The basic guarantees of our Con
stitution are warrants for the here arid 
now." 

In order to achieve a more orderly 
and consistent compliance with the Su
preme Court's school and college deseg
regation decisions, therefore, I recom
mend that the Congress assert its specific 
constitutional authority to implement 
the 14th amendment by including in the 
Civil Rights Act of 1963 a new title 
providing the following: 

<A> Authority would be given the At
torney General to initiate in the Federal 
district courts appropriate legal proceed
ings against local public school boards 
or public institutions of higher learn
ing-or to intervene in existing cases
whenever-

(1) he has received a written com
plaint from students or from the par
ents of students who are being denied 
equal protection of the laws by a segre
gated public school or college; and 

(2) he certifies that such persons are 
unable to undertake or otherwise ar
range for the initiation and mainte
nance of such legal proceedings for lack 
of financial means or effective legal rep
resentation or for fear of economic or 
other injury; and 

(3) he determines that his initiation 
of or intervention in such suit will ma
terially further the orderly progress of 
desegregation in public education. For 
this purpose, the Attorney General would 
establish criteria ·to determine the pri
ority and relative need for Federal action 
in those districts from which complaints 
have been filed. 

(B) As previously recommended, tech
nical and financial assistance would be 
given· to those school districts in all parts 
of the country which, voluntarily or as 
the result of litigation, are engaged in 
the process of meeting the educational 

·problems flowing from desegregation or 
racial imbalance but which are. in need 

0 of guidance, experienced help or finan
cial assistance in order to train their 
personnel for this changeover, cope with 
new difficulties and complete the job 
satisfactorily (including in such ~ssist-

ance loans to a district where State or 
local funds have been withdrawn or 
withheld because of desegregation>. 

Public institutions already operating 
without racial discrimination, of course, 
will not be affected by this statute. 
Local action can always make Federal 
action unnecessary. Many school boards 
have peacefully and voluntarily deseg
regated in recent years. And while this 
Act does not include private colleges and 
schools, I strongly urge them to live up 
to their responsibilities and to recognize 
no arbitrary bar of race or color-for 
such bars have no place in any institu
tion, least of all one devoted to the truth 
and to the improvement of all mankind. 

m. FAIR AND FULL EMPLOYMENT 

Unemployment falls with special 
cruelty on minority groups. The unem
ployment rate of Negro workers is more 
than twice as high as that of the work
ing force as a whole. In many of our 
larger cities, both North and South, the 
number of jobless Negro youth-often 
20 percent or more--creates an atmos
phere of frustration, resentment and 
unrest which does not bode well for the 
future. Delinquency, vandalism, gang 
warfare, disease, slums and the high 
cost of public welfare and crime are all 
directly related to unemployment among 
whites and Negroes alike-and recent 
labor difficulties in Philadelphia may 
well be only the beginning if more jobs 
are .not found in the larger northern 
cities in particular. 

Employment opportunities, moreover, 
play a major role in determining wheth
er the rights described above are mean
ingful. There is little value in a Negro's 
obtaining the right to be admitted to 
hotels and restaurants if he has no cash 
in his pocket and no job. 

Relief of Negro unemployment re
quires progress in three major areas: 

< 1) More jobs must be created 
through greater economic growth. The 
Negro-too often unskilled, too often the 
first to be fired and the last to be hired
is a primary victim of recessions, de
pressed areas, and unused industrial 
capacity. Negro unemployment will not 
be noticeably diminished in this coun
try until the total demand for labor is 
effectively increased and the whole econ
omy is headed toward a level of full em
ployment. When our economy operates 
below capacity, Negroes are more severely 
affected than other groups. Conversely, 
return to full employment yields particu
lar benefits to the Negro. Recent studies 
have shown that for every 1 percentage 
point decline in the general unemploy
ment rate there tends to be a 2-
percentage-point reduction in Negro 
unemployment. 

Prompt and substantial tax reduction 
is a key to achieving the full employ
ment we need. The promise of the area 
redevelopment program-which har
nesses local initiative toward the solu
tion of deep-seated economic distress
must not be stifled for want of sufficient 
authorization or adequate financing. 

·The accelerated public ·works program 
is now gaining momentum; States, cities, 
and local communities should press 
aheaA with the projects financed bY ·this . 
measure. In addition, I have in-

structed the Departments of Labor, 
Commerce, and Health, Education, and 
Welfare to examine how their programs 
for the relief of ·unemployment and eco
nomic hardship can be still more inten
osively focused on those areas of hard
core; long-term unemployment, among 
both white and ·non-white workers. Our 
concern with civil rights must not cause 
any diversion or dilution of our efforts 
for economic progress-for without such 
progress the Negro's hopes will remain 
unfulfilled. 

(2) More education and training to 
raise the level of skills. A distressing 
number of unemployed Negroes are 
illiterate and unskilled, refugees from 
farm automation, unable to do simple 
computations or even to read a help
wanted advertisement. Too many are 
equipped to work only in those occupa
tions where technology and other 
changes have reduced the need for man
power-as farm labor or manual labor, 
in mining or construction. Too many 
have attended segregated schools that 
were so lacking in adequate funds and 
faculty as to be unable to produce quali
fied job applicants. And too many who 
have attended nonsegregated schools 
dropped out for lack of incentive, guid
ance or progress. The unemployment 
rate for those adults with less than 5 
years of schooling is around 10 percent; 
it has consistently been double the pre
vailing rate for high school graduates; 
and studies of public welfare recipients 
show a shockingly high proportion of 
parents with less than a primary school 
education. 

Although the proportion of Negroes 
without adequate education and train
ing is far higher than the proportion of 
whites, none of these problems is re
stricted to Negroes alone. This Nation 
is in critical need of a massive upgrading 
in its education and training effort for 
all citizens. In an age of rapidly chang
ing technology, that effort today is fail
ing millions of our youth. It is especially 
failing Negro youth in segregated schools 
and crowded slums. If we are ever to 
lift them from the morass of social and 
economic degradation, it will be through 
the strengthening of our education and 
training services-by improving the 
quality of instruction; by enabling our 
schools to cope with rapidly expanding 
enrollments; and by increasing oppor
tunities and incentives for all individuals 
to complete their education and to con
tinue their self-development during 
adulthood. 

I have therefore requested of the Con
gress and request again today the en
actment of legislation to assist educa
tion at every level from grade school 
through graduate school. 

I have also requested the enactment 
of several measures which provide, by 
various means and for various age and 
educational groups, expanded job train
ing and job experience. Today, in the 
new and more u1;gent context of this mes
sage, I wish to renew my request for these 
measures, to expand their prospective 
operation and to supplement them with 
additional provisions. The additional 
$400 million which will be required be
yond that contained in the January 
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budget is more than offset by the various 
budget reductions which I have already 
sent to the Congress in the last 4 months. 
Studies show, moreover, that the loss of 
1 year's income due to unemployment is 
more than the total cost of 12 years of 
education through high school; and, 
when welfare and other social costs are 
added, it is clear that failure to take these 
steps will cost us far more than their en
actment. There is no more profitable in
vestment than education, and no greater 
waste than ill-trained youth. 

Specifically, I now propose: 
(A) That additional funds be pro

vided to broaden the manpower develop
ment and training program, and that the 
act be amended, not only to increase the 
authorization ceiling and to postpone the 
effective date of State matching require
ments, but also <in keeping with the rec
ommendations of the President's Com
mittee on Youth Employment) to lower 
the age for training allowances from 19 
to 16, to allocate funds for literacy train
ing, and to permit the payment of a 
higher proportion of the program's train
ing allowances to out-of-school youths, 
with provisions to assure that no one 
drops out of school to take advantage of 
this program; . 

<B> That additional funds be provided 
to finance the pending youth employ
ment bill, which is designed to chanriel 
the energies of out-of-school, out-of
work youth into the constructive outlet 
offered by hometown improvement proj
ects and conservation work; 

(C) That the pending vocational edu
cation amendments, which would greatly 
update and expand this program of 
teaching job skills to those in school, be 
strengthened by the appropriation of 
additional funds, with some of the added 
money earmarked for those areas with 
a high incidence of school drop-outs and 
youth unemployment, and by the addi
tion of a new program of demonstration 
youth training projects to be conducted 
in these areas; 

(D) That the vocational education 
program be further amended to provide 
a work-study program for youth of high
school age, with Federal funds helping 
their school or other local public agency 
employ them part time in order to enable 
and encourage them to complete their 
training; · 

<E> That the ceiling be raised on the 
adult basic education provisions in the 
pending education program, in order to 
help the States teach the fundamental 
tools of literacy and learning to cultur
ally deprived adults. More than 22 mil
lion Americans in all parts of the country 
have less than 8 years of schooling; and 

(F) That the public welfare work-re
lief and training program, which the 
Congress added last year, be amended to 
provide Federal financing of the super
vision and equipment costs, and more 
Federal demonstration and training 
projects, thus encouraging State and 
local welfare agencies to put employable 
but unemployed welfare recipients to 
work on local projects which do not dis
place other workers. 

To make the above recommendations 
effective, I call upon more States to 
adopt enabling legislation covering un-

employed fathers under the aid-to-de
pendent children program, thereby gain
ing their services for "work-relief" jobs, 
and to move ahead more vigorously in 
implementing the manpower develop
ment and training program. I am ask
ing the Secretaries of Labor and HEW 
to make use of their authority to deal 
directly with communities and voca
tional schools whenever State co
operation or progress is insufficient, 
particularly in those areas where youth 
unemployment is too high. Above all, I 
urge the Congress to enact all of these 
measures with alacrity and foresight. 

For even the complete elimination of 
racial discrimination in employment--a 
goal toward which this Nation must 
strive <as discussed below) -will not put 
a single unemployed Negro to work un
less he has the skills required and unless 
more jobs have been created-and thus 
the passage of legislation described above 
<under both sections (1) and (2) ) is es
sential if the objectives of this message 
are to be met. 

(3) Finally racial discrimination in 
employment must be eliminated. Denial 
of the right to work is unfair, regard
less of its victim. It is doubly unfair to 
throw its burden on an individual be
cause of his race or color. Men who 
served side by side with each other on 
the field of battle should have no diffi
culty working side by side on an assembly 
line or construction project. 

Therefore, to combat this evil in all 
parts of the country, · 

(A) The Committee on Equal Employ
ment Opportunity under the chairman
ship of the Vice President, should be 
given a permanent statutory basis, assur
ing it of adequate financing and enforce
ment procedures. That Committee is 
now stepping up its efforts to remove 
racial barriers in the hiring practices of 
Federal departments, agencies, and Fed
eral contractors, covering a total of some 
20 million employees and the Nation's 
major employers. I have requested a 
company-by-company, plant-by-plant, 
union-by-union report to assure the im
plementation of this policy. 

(B) I will shortly issue an Executive 
order extending the authority of the 
Committee on Equal Employment Op
portunity to include the construction of 
buildings and other facilities undertaken 
wholly or in part as a result of Federal 
grant-in-aid programs. 

(C) I have directed that all Federal 
construction programs be reviewed to 
prevent any racial discrimination in hir
ing practices, either directly in the re
jection of presently available qualified 
Negro workers or indirectly by the ex
clusion of Negro applicants for appren
ticeship training. 

(D) I have directed the Secretary of 
Labor, in the conduct of his duties under 
the Federal Apprenticeship Act and Ex
ecutive Order No. 10925, to require that 
the admission of young workers to ap
prenticeship programs be on a com
pletely nondiscriminatory basis. 

(E) I have directed the Secretary of 
Labor to make certain that the job 
counseling and placement responsibili
ties of the Federal-State Employment 
Service are carried out on a nondis-

criminatory basis, and to help assure 
that full and equal employment oppor
tunity is provided all qualified Negro ap
plicants. The selection and referral of 
applicants for employment and for 
training opportunities, and the adminis
tration of the employment offices' other 
services and facilities, must be carried on 
without regard to race or color. This 
will be of special i.inportance to Negroes 
graduating from high school or college 
this month. 

(F) The Department of Justice has 
intervened in a case now pending before 
the NLRB involving charges of racial 
discrimination on the part of certain 
union locals. 

(G) As a part of its new policy on 
Federal employee organizations, this 
Government will recognize only those 
that do not discriminate on grounds of 
race or color. 

(H) I have called upon the leaders of 
organized labor to end discrimination 
in their membership policies; and some 
118 unions, representing 85 percent of 
the AFL-CIO membership, have signed 
nondiscrimination agreements with the 
Committee on Equal Employment Op
portunity. More are expected. 

(l) Finally, I renew my support of 
pending Federal Fair Employment Prac
tices legislation, applicable to both em
ployers and unions. Approximately two
thirds of the Nation's labor force is 
already covered by Federal, State and 
local equal employment opportunity 
measure&-including ·those employed in 
the 22 States and numerous cities which 
have enacted such laws as well as those 
paid directly or indirectly by Federal 
funds. But, as the Secretary of Labor 
testified in January 1962, Federal legisla
tion is desirable, for it would help set a 
standard for all the Nation and close 
existing gaps. 

This problem of unequal job opportu
nity must not be allowed to grow, as the 
result of either recession or discrimina
tion. I enlist every employer, every la
bor union, and every agency of Govern
ment--whether affected directly by these 
measures or not-in the task of seeing to 

. it that no false lines are drawn in assur
ing equality of the l'ight and opportu
nity to make a decent living. 

IV. COMMUNITY RELATIONS SERVICE 

I have repeatedly stressed the fact that 
progress in race relations, while it can
not be delayed, can be more solidly and 
more peacefully accomplished to the ex
tent that legislation can be buttressed by 
voluntary action. I have urged each 
member of the U.S. Conference of Mayors 
to establish biracial human relations 
committees in every city; and_! hope all 
communities will establish such a group, 
preferably through official action. Such 
a. board or committee can provide invalu
able services by identifying community 
tensions before they reach the crisis 
stage, by improving cooperation and 
communication between the races, and 
by advising local officials, merchants, and 
organizations on the steps which can be 
taken to insure prompt progress. 

A similar agency is needed on the Fed
erallevel-to work with these local com
mittees, providing them with advice and 
assistance-to work in those communities 
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which lack a local committee-and gen
erally to help ease tensions and suspi
cions, to help resolve interracial disputes, 
and to work quietly to improve relations 
in any community threatened or torn 
with strife. Such an effort is in no way 
a substitute for effective legislative guar
antees of human rights. But conciliation 
and cooperation can facilitate the 
achievement of those rights, enabling 
legislation to operate more smoothly and 
more effectively. 

The Department of Justice and its Civil 
Rights Division have already performed 
yeoman service of this nature, in Bir
mingham, in Jackson, and throughout 
the country. But the problem has grown 
beyond the time and energies which a few 
otherwise burdened officials can make 
available-and, in some areas, the con
fidence of all will be greater in an inter
mediary whose duties are completely 
separated from departmental functions 
of investigation or litigation. 

It is my intention, therefore, to estab
lish by Executive order <until such time 
as it can be created by statute) an in
dependent Community Relations Serv
ice-to fulfill the functions described 
above, working through regional, State 
and local committees to the extent pos
sible, and offering its services in tension
torn communities either upon its own 
motion or upon the request of a local of
ficial or other party. Authority for such 
a service is included in the proposed om
nibus bill. It will work without publicity 
and hold all information imparted to its 
officers in strict confidence. Its own re
sources can be preserved by its encourag
ing and assisting the creation of State 
and local committees, either on a contin
uing basis or in emergency situations. 

Without powers of enforcement or sub
pena, such a service is no substitute for 
other measures; and it cannot guarantee 
success. But dialog and discussion are 
always better than violence-and this 
agency, by enabling all concerned to sit 
down and reason together, can play a 
major role in achieving peaceful progress 
in civil rights. 

V. FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

Simple justice requires that public 
funds, to which all taxpayers of all races 
contribute, not be spent in any fashion 
which encourages, entrenches, subsidizes 
or results in racial discrimination. Di
rect discrimination by Federal, State or 
local governments is prohibited by the 
Constitution. But indirect discrimina
tion, through the use of Federal funds, 
is just as invidious; and it should not be 
necessary to resort to the courts to pre
vent each individual violation. Congress 
and the Executive have their responsibil
ities to uphold the Constitution also; and, 
in the 1960's the executive branch has 
sought to fulfill its responsibilities by 
banning discrimination in federally fi
nanced housing, in NDEA and NSF in
stitutes, in federally affected employ
ment, in the Army and Air Force Reserve, 
in the training of civilian defense work
ers and in all federally owned and leased 
facilities. 

Many statutes providing Federal fi
nancial assistance, however, define with 
such precision both the Administrator's 
role and the conditions upon which 

specified amounts shall be given to des
ignated recipients that the amount of 
administrative discretion remaining
which might be used to withhold funds 
if discrimination were not ended-is at 
best questionable. No administrator 
has the unlimited authority to invoke 
the Constitution in opposition to the 
mandate of the Congress. Nor would it 
always be helpful to require uncondi
tionally-as is often proposed-the with
drawal of all Federal funds from pro
grams urgently needed by Negroes as 
well as whites; for this may only pe
nalize those who least deserve it without 
ending discrimination. 

Instead of permitting this issue to be
come a political device often exploited 
by those opposed to social or economic 
progress, it would be better at this time 
to pass a single comprehensive provision 
making it clear that the Federal Gov
ernment is not required, under any 
statute, to furnish any kind of financial 
assistance-by way of grant, loan, con
tract, guaranty, insurance, or other
wise-to any program or activity in 
which racial disClimination occurs. 
This would not permit the Federal Gov
ernment to cut off all Federal aid of all 
kinds as a means of punishing an area 
for the discrimination occurring there
in-but it would clarify the authority of 
any administrator with respect to Fed
eral funds or financial assistance and 
discriminatory practices. 

CONCLUSION 
Many problems remain that cannot be 

ignored. The enactment of the legisla
tion I have recommended will not solve 
all our problems of race relations. This 
bill must be supplemented by action in 
every branch of government at the Fed
eral, State, and local level. It must be 
supplemented as well by enlightened 
private citizens, private businesses and 
private labor and civic organizations, by 
responsible educators and editors, and 
certainly by religious leaders who rec
ognize the conflict between racial bigotry 
and the Holy Word. 

This is not a sectional problem-it is 
nationwide. It is not a partisan prob
lem. The proposals set forth above are 
based on a careful consideration of the 
views of leaders of both parties in both 
Houses of Congress. In 1957 and 1960, 
members of both parties rallied behind 
the civil rights measures of my prede
cessor; and I am certain that this tradi
tion can be continued, as it has in the 
case of world crises. A national do
mestic crisis also calls for bipartisan 
unity and solutions. 

We will not solve these problems by 
blaming any group or section for the 
legacy which has been handed down by 
past generations. But neither will these 
problems be solved by clinging to the 
patterns of the past. Nor, finally, can 
they be solved in the streets, by lawless 
acts on either side, or by the physical 
actions or presence of any private group 
or public official, however appealing such 
melodramatic devices may seem to some. 

During the weeks past, street demon
strations, mass picketing and parades 
have brought these matters to the Na
tion's attention in dramatic fashion in 
many cities throughout the United . 

States. This has happened because 
these racial injustices are real and no 
other remedy was in sight. But, as feel
ings have risen in recent days, these 
demonstrations have increasingly en
dangered lives and property, enflamed 
emotions and unnecessarily divided 
communities. They are not the way in 
which this country should rid itself of 
racial discrimination. Violence is never 
justified; and, while peaceful communi
cation, deliberation and petitions of pro
test continue, I want to caution against 
demonstrations which can lead to vio
lence. 

This problem is now before the Con
gress. Unruly tactics or pressures will 
not help and may hinder the effective 
consideration of these measures. U they 
are enacted, there will be legal remedies 
available; and, therefore, while the Con
gress is completing its work, I urge all 
community leaders, Negro and white, to 
do their utmost to lessen tensions and 
to exercise self-restraint. The Congress 
should have an opportunity to freely 
work its will. Meanwhile, I strongly 
support action by local public officials 
and merchants to remedy these griev
ances on their own. 

The legal remedies I have proposed 
are the embodiment of this Nation's 
basic posture of common sense and com
mon justice. They involve every Ameri
can's right to vote, to go to school, to get 
a job and to be served in a public place 
without arbitrary discrimination-rights 
which most Americans take for granted. 

In short, enactment of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1963 at this session of the Con
gress-however long it may take and 
however troublesome it may be-is im
perative. It will go far toward provid
ing reasonable men with the reasonable 
means of meeting these problems; and 
it will thus help end the kind of racial 
strife which this Nation can hardly 
afford. Rancor, violence, disunity and 
national shame can only hamper our 
national standing and security. To 
paraphrase the words of Lincoln: "In 
giving freedom to the Negro, we assure 
freedom to the free-honorable alike in 
what we give and what we preserve." 

I therefore ask every Member of Con
gress to set aside sectional and political 
ties and to look at this issue from the 
viewpoint of the Nation. I ask you to 
look intO your hearts-not in search of 
charity, for the Negro neither wants nor 
needs condescension-but for the one 
plain, proud, and priceless quality that 
unites us all as A:tnericans; a sense of 
justice. In this year of the Emancipa
tion Centennial, justice requires us to 
insure the blessings of liberty for all 
Americans and their posterity-not 
merely for reasons of economic efficiency, 
world diplomacy, and domestic tranquil
lity-but, above all, because it is right. 

JOHN F. KENNEDY. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 19, 1963. 

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT ·oF 1963 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

send to the desk, on behalf of the distin
guished minority leader [Mr. DIRSKEN] 
and myself, a bill, and ask that it be ap
propriately referred. 
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· Mr. DIRKSEN subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent, with 
respect to the bill that the majority 
leader just introduced, that it lie on the 
desk untn the end of the work day on 
Monday, for cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred and, under the order previously 
entered, printed in the REcORD; and, 
without objection, the bill will lie on the 
desk as requested. 

The bill (S. 1750) to enforce the con
stitutional right to vote, to establish a 
Commission on Equal Employment Op
portunity, to authorize the Attorney 
General to institute suits to protect con
stitutional rights in education, to estab
lish a Community Relations Service, to 
extend for 4 years the Commission on 
Civil Rights, to prevent discrimination 
in· federally assisted programs, and for 
other purposes, introduced by Mr. MANS
FIELD (for himself and Mr. DIRKSEN), 
was received, read twice by its title, re
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
· Be tt enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
Amerioa in Congress assembled, That this Act 
may be cited. as the "Civil Rights Act of 
1963." 

TITLE I-VOTING RIGHTS 

SEC. 101. Section 2004 of the Revised Stat
utes (42 U.S.C. 1971), as amended by sec
tion 131 of the Civil Rights Act of 1957 
(71 Stat. 637), and as further amended by 
section 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1960 
(74 Stat. 90), ts further amended as follows: 

(a) Insert "1" after "(a)" in subsection 
(a) and add at the end of subsection (a) 
the following new paragraphs: 

"(2) No person acting under color of law 
shall-

"(A) in determining whether any indi
vidual is qualified under State law to vote 
in any Federal election apply any standard, 
practice, or procedure different from the 
standards, practices, or procedures applied 
to individuals similarly situated who have 
been found by State officials to be qualified 
to vote. 

"(B) deny the right of any individual to 
vote tn any Federal election because of an 
error or omission of such individual on any 
record or paper relating to any application, 
registration, payment of poll tax, or other 
act requisite to voting, if such error or 
omission is not material in determining 
whether such individual is qualified under 
State law to vote in such election; or 

"(C) employ any literacy test as a qualifi
cation for voting in any Federal election 
unless (i) such test is administered to each 
individual wholly in writing and (ii) a cer
tl:fled copy of the test and of the answers 
given by the individual is furnished to him 
within twenty-five days of the submission of 
his written request made within the period 
of time during which records and papers 
are required to be retained and preserved 
pursuant to title lli of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1960 (42 U.S.C. 1974-74e; 74 Stat. 88). 

"(3) For purposes of this subsection
"(A) the term 'vote' shall have the same 

meaning as in subsection (e) of this section; 
"(B) the words 'Federal election• shall 

have the same meaning as in subsection (f) 
of this section; and 

"(C) the phrase 'literacy test• includes any 
test of the ability to read, write, understand, 
or interpret any matter." 

(b) Insert immediately following the pe
riod at the end of the first sentence of sub
section (c) the following new sentence: "If 

1n any such proceeding literacy is a relevant 
fact it shall be presumed that any person 
who has not been adjudged an incompetent 
and who has completed the sixth grade in a 
public school in, or a private school ac
credited by. any State or territory or the 
District of Columbia where instruction is 
carried on predominantly in the English lan
guage, possesses sufficient literacy, compre
hension, and intelligence to vote in any Fed· 
eral election as defined in subsection (f) of 
this section." 

(c) Add the following subsection "(f)" 
and designate the present subsection "(f)" 
as subsection "(g)": 

"(f) Whenever in any proceeding insti
tuted pursuant to subsection (c) the com
plaint requests a finding of a pattern or 
practice pursuant to subsection (e), and 
such complaint, or a motion filed within 
twenty days after the effective date of this 
Act in the case of any proceeding which is 
pending before a district court on such ef
fective date, (1) is signed by the Attorney 
General (or in his absence the Acting At
torney General), and (2) alleges that in the 
affected area fewer than 15 per centum of 
.the total number of voting age persons of 
the same race as the persons alleged in the 
complaint to have been discriminated against 
are registered (or otherwise recorded as 
qualified to vote). any person resident 
within the affected area who is of the same 
race as the persons alleged to have been dis
criminated against shall be entitled, upon 
his application therefor, to an order declar· 
ing him qualified to vote, upon proof that 
at any election or elections (1) he is quali
fied under State law to vote, and (2) he has 
since the filing of the proceeding under sub
section (c) been (A) deprived of or denied 
under color of law the opportunity to reg
ister to vote or otherwise to qualify to vote, 
or (B) found not qualified to vote by any 
person acting under color of law. Such 
order shall be effective as to any Federal or 
State election held within the longest period 
for which such applicant could have been 
registered or otherwise qualified under State 
law at which the applicant's qualifications 
would under State law entitle him to vote: 
Provided, That in the event it is determined 
upon final disposition of the proceeding, in
cluding any review, that no pattern or prac
tice of deprivation of any right secured by 
subsection (a) exists, the order shall there
after no longer qualify the applicant to vote 
in any subsequent election. 

"Notwithstanding any inconsistent provi
sion of State law or the action of any State 
officer or court, an applicant so declared 
qualified to vote shall be permitted to vote 
as provided herein. The Attorney General 
shall cause to be transmitted certified copies 
of any order declaring a person qualified to 
vote to the appropriate election officers. The 
refusal by any such officer with notice of 
such order to permit any person so qualified 
to vote at an appropriate election shall con
stitute contempt of court. 

"An application for an order pursuant to 
this subsection shall be heard within ten 
days, a-nd the execution of any order dispos
ing of such application shall not be stayed 
if the effect of such stay would be to delay 
the effectiveness of the order beyond the date 
of any election at which the applicant would 
otherwise be enabled to vote. 

"The court may appoint one or more per
sons, to be known as temporary voting ref
erees, to receive applications pursuant to this 
subsection and to take evidence and report 
to the court findings as to whether at any 
election or elections (1) any applicant en
titled under this subsection to apply for an 
order declaring him qualified to vote is quali
fied under State law to vote, and (2) he has 
since the filing of the proceeding under sub
section (c) been (A) deprived of or denied 
under color of law the opportunity to register 
to vote or otherwise to qualify to vote, or 

(B) found not qualified to vote by any per
son acting under color of law. The pro
cedure for processing applications under this 
subsection and for the entry of orders shall 
be the same as that provided for in the 
fourth and fifth paragrapbs of subsection 
(e). 

"In appointing a temporary voting referee 
the court shall make its selection from a 
panel provided by the Judicial Conference 
of the circuit. Any temporary voting referee 
shall be a resident and a qualified voter 
of the State in which he is to serve. He 
shall subscribe to the oath of office required 
by section 1757 of the Revised Statutes (5 
U.S.C. 16), and shall to the extent not in
consistent herewith have all the powers con
ferred upon a master by rule 53(c) of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. The 
compensation to be allowed any persons ap
pointed by the district court pursu~nt to 
this subsection shall be fixed by the court 
and shall be payable by the United States. 
In the event that the district court shall 
appoint a retired oftlcer or employee of the 
United States to serve as a temporary voting 
referee, such officer or employee shall con
tinue to receive, in addition to any compen
sation for services rendered pursuant to this 
subsection, all retirement benefits to which 
he may otherwise be entitled. 

"The court or temporary voting referee 
shall entertain applications and the court 
shall issue orders pursuant to this subsec
tion until final disposition of the proceed
ing under subsection (c), including any re
view, or until the finding of a pattern or 
practice pursuant to subsection (e), which
ever shall first occur. Applications pursuant 
to this subsection shall be determined ex
peditiously, and this subsection shall in 
no way be construed as a limitation upon 
the existing powers of the court. 

"When used in this subsection, the words 
'Federal election' shall mean any general, 
special, or primary election held solely or in 
part for the purpose of electing or selecting 
any candidate for the office of President, 
Vice-President, presidential elector, Mem
ber of the Senate, or Member of the House 
of Representatives; the words 'State election' 
shall mean any other general, special, or pri
mary election held solely or in part for the 
purpose of electing or selecting any candi
date for public office; the words 'affected 
area• shall mean that county, parish, or simi
lar subdivision of the State in which the 
laws of the State relating to voting are or 
have been administered by a person who is a 
defendant in the proceeding instituted un
der subsection (c) on the date the original 
complaint is filed; and the words 'voting age 
persons' shall mean those persons who meet 
the age requirements of State law for 
voting." 

(d) Add the following subsection "h": 
"(h) In any civil action brought in any 

district court of the United States under 
this section or title III of the Ci vii Rights 
Act of 1960 (42 U.S.C. 1974-74e; 74 Stat. 88) 
wherein the United States or the Attorney 
General is plaintiff, it shall be the duty of 
the chief judge of the district (or in his ab
sence, the acting chief judge) in which the 
case is pending immediately to designate a 
judge in such district to hear and determine 
the case. In the event that no judge in the 
district is available to hear and determine 
the case, the chief judge of the district, or 
the acting chief judge, as the case may be, 
shall certify this fact to the chief judge of 
the circuit (or in his absence, the acting 
chief judge) who shall then designate a dis
trict or circuit judge of the circuit to hear 
and determine the case. 

"It shall be the duty of the judge desig
nated pursuant to this section to assign the 
case for hearing at the earliest practicable 
date and to cause the case to be in every way 
expedited." 
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TITLE II--cOMMISSION ON EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 

OPPORTUNITY 

SEC. 201. The Pr:esident is authorized to 
establish a Commission to be known as the 
"Commission on Equal Employment Oppor
tunity,'' hereinafter referred to as the Com
mission. It shall be the function of the 
Commission to prevent discrimination 
against employees or applicants for employ
ment because of race, color, religion, or na
tional origin by Government contractors and 
subcontractors, and by contractors and sub
contractors participating in programs or 
activities in which direct or indirect finan
cial assistance by the United States Govern
ment is provided by way of grant, contract, 
loan, insurance, guaranty, or otherwise. The 
Commission shall have such powers to ef
fectuate the purposes of this title as may be 
conferred upon it by the President. The 
President may also confer upon the Com
mission such powers as he deeins appropri
ate to prevent discrimination on the ground 
of race, color, religion, or national origin in 
Government employment. 

SEc. 202. The Commission shall consist of 
the Vice President, who shall serve as Chair
man, the Secretary of Labor, who shall serve 
as Vice Chairman, and not ·more than 15 
other members appointed by and serving 
at the pleasure of the President. Members 
of the Commission, while attending meetings 
or conferences of the Commission or other
wise serving at the request of the Commis
sion, shall be entitled to receive compensa
tion at a rate to be fixed by it but not 
exceeding $75 per diem, including travel time, 
and while away from their homes or regular 
places of business they may be allowed 
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu 
of subsistence, as authorized by section 73b-2 
of title 5 of the United States Code for per
sons in the Government service employed 
intermittently. 

SEc. 203. (a) There shall be an Executive 
Vice Chairman of the Commission who shall 
be appointed by the President and who shall 
be ex omcio a member of tlle Commission. 
The Executive Vice Chairman shall assist 
the Chairman, the Vice Chairman, and the 
members of the Commission and shall be 
responsible for carrying out the orders and 
recommendations of the Commission and 
for performing such other functions as the 
Commission may direct. 

(b) Section 106(a) of the Federal Execu
tive Pay Act of 1956, as amended (5 U.S.C. 
2205 (a) ) , is further amended by adding the 
following clause thereto: 

"(52) Executive Vice Chairman, Commis
sion on Equal Employment Opportunity." 

(c) The Commission is authorized to ap
point, subject to the civil service laws and 
regulations. such other personnel as may be 
necessary to enable it to carry out its func
tions and duties, and to fix their compensa
tion in accordance with the Classification 
Act of 1949, and is authorized to procure 
services as authorized by section 14 of the 
Act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 810; 5 U.S.C. 
55a), but at rates for individuals not in ex
cess of $50 a day. 
TITLE III-DESEGREGATION OF PUBLIC EDUCATION 

Definitions 
SEC. 301. As used in this title-
( a) "Commissioner" means the Commis

sioner of Education. 
(b) "Desegregation" means the assign

ment of students to public schools and with
in such schools without regard to their race, 
color, religion, or national origin. 

(c) "Public school" means any elemen
tary or secondary educational institution, 
and "public college" means any institution of 
higher education or any technical or voca
tional school above the secondary school 
level, operated by .a State, subdivision of a 
State, or governmental agency :within a 
State, or operated wholly or predominantly 
fr.om or through the use of governmental 

funds or property, or funds or property 
derived from a governmental source. 

(d) . "School board" means any agency or 
agencies which administer a system of one 
or more public schools ~nd any other agency 
which is responsible for the assignment of 
students to or within such system. 

Assistance to facilitate desegregation 
SEC. 302. The Commissioner shall conduct 

investigations and make a report to the 
President and the Congress, within two years 
of the enactment of this title, upon the 
extent to which equal educational op
portunities are denied to individuals by rea
son of race, color, religion or national origin 
in public education institutions at all levels 
in the United States, its territories and pos
sessions, and the District of Columbia. 

SEc. 303. (a) The Commissioner is au
thorized, upon the application of any school 
board, State, municipality, school district, 
or other governmental unit, to render tech
nical assistance 1n the preparation, adop
tion and, implementation of plans for the 
desegregation of public schools or other 
plans designed to deal with probleins aris
ing from racial imbalance in public school 
systems. Such technical assistance may, 
among other activities, 1nclude making 
available to such agencies information re
garding effective methods of coping with spe
cial educational probleins occasioned by 
desegregation or racial imbalance, and mak
ing available to such agencies _personnel of 
the omce of Education or other persons spe
cially equipped. to advise and assist them in 
coping with such problems. 

(b) The Commissioner is authorized to 
arrange, through grants or contracts, with 
institutions of higher education for the op
eration of short-term or regular session in
stitutes for special training designed to 
improve the ability of teachers, supervisors, 
counselors, and other elementary or second
ary school personnel to deal effectively with 
special educationa:t problems occasioned by 
desegregation or measures to adjust racial 
imbalance in public school systems. Indi
viduals who attend such an institute may 
be paid stipends for the period of their at
tendance at such institute in amounts speci
fied by the Commissioner in regulations, 
including allowances for dependents and in
cluding allowances for travel to attend such 
institute. 

SEc. 304. (a) A school board which has 
failed to achieve desegregation in all public 
schools within its jurisdiction, or a school 
board which is confronted with probleins 
arising from raoial imbalance in the public 
schools within its jurisdiction, may apply to 
the Commissioner, either directly or through 
another governmental unit, for a grant or 
loan. as hereinafter provided, for the pur
pose of aiding such school board in carrying 
out desegregation or in dealing with prob
lems of racial imbalance. 

(b) The Commissioner may make a grant 
under this section, upon application there
for, for-

( 1) the cost of giving to teachers and other 
school personnel in-service training in deal
ing with problems incident to desegregation 
or racial imbalance in public schools; and 

(2) the cost of employing specialists in 
problems incident to desegregation or racial 
imbalance and of providing other assistance 
to develop understanding of these problems 
by parents, schoolchildren, and the general 
public. 

(c) Each application made for a grant 
under this section shall provide such de
tailed information and be in such form as 
the Commissioner may require. Each grant 
under this section shall be made in such 
amounts and on such terms and conditions 
as the Commissioner shall prescribe, which 
may includ'e a condition that the applicant 
expend certain of its own funds in specified 
amounts for the purpose for which the grant 

is made. In . determining whether to make 
a grant, and in :fixing the amount thereof 
and the terms and conditions on which it 
will be made, the Commissioner shall take 
into consideration the amount available for 
grants under this section and the other ap
plications which are pending before him; the 
financial condition of the applicant and the 
other resources available to it; the nature, 
extent, and gravity of its problems incident 
to desegregation or racial imbalance, and 
such other factors as he :finds relevant. 

(d) The Commissioner may make a loan 
under this section, upon application, to any 
school board or to any local government 
within the jurisdiction of which any school 
board operates if the Commissioner finds 
that-

( 1) part or all of the funds which would 
otherwise be available to any such school 
board, either directly or through the local 
government within whose jurisdiction it oper
ates, have been withheld or withdrawn by 
State or local governmental action because 
of the actual or prospective desegregation, 
in whole or in part, of one or more schools 
under the jurisdiction of such school board; 

(2) such school board has authority to 
receive and expend, or such local govern
ment has authority to receive and make 
available for the use of such board, the pro
ceeds of such loan; and 

( 3) the proceeds of such loan will be used 
for the same purposes for which the funds 
withheld or withdrawn would otherwise have 
been used. 

(e) Each application made for a loan under 
this section shall provide such detailed in
formation and be in such form as the Com
missioner may require. Any loan under this 
section shall be made upon such terms and 
conditions as the Commissione.r shall pre
scribe. 

(f) The Commissioner may suspend or 
terminate assistance under this section to 
any school board which, in his judgment, 
is fa111Iig to comply in good 1aith with the 
terms and conditions upon which the as
sistance was extended. 

SEc. 305. Payments pursuant to a grant or 
contract under this title may be made (after 
necessary adjustments on account of previ
ously made overpayments or underpayments) 
in advance or by way of reimbursement, and 
in such installments, and on such conditions, 
as the Commissioner may determine. 

SEc. 306. The Commissioner shall prescribe 
rules and regulations to carry out the provi
sions of sections 301 through 305 of this title. 

Suits by the Attorney General 
SEc. 307. (a) Whenever the Attorney Gen

eral receives a complaint-
( 1) signed by a parent or group of par

ents to the effect that his or their minor 
children, as members of a class of persons 
similarly situated, are being deprived. of the 
equal protection of the laws by reason of 
the failure of a school board to achieve de
segregation, or 

(2) signed by an individual, or his parent, 
to the effect that he has been denied admis
sion to or not permitted to continue in at
tendance at a public college by reason of 
race, color, religion, or national origin, 
and the Attorney General certifies that in 
his judgment the signer or signers of such 
complaint are unable to initiate and main
tain appropriate legal proceedings for relief 
and that the institution of an action will 
materially further the orderly progress of 
desegregation in public education, the At
torney Generalis authorized to institute for 
or in the name of the United States a civil 
action in a district court of tlle United 
States against such parties and for such re
lief as may be appropriate, and such court 
shall have and shall exercise jurisdiction of 
proceedings instituted pursuant to this sec
tion. The Attorney General may implead 
as defendants such additional parties as are 
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or become necessary to the grant of effec
tive relief hereunder. 

(b) A person or persons shall be deemed 
unable to initiate and maintain appropriate 
legal proceedings within the meaning of sub
section (a) of this section when such per
son or persons are unable, either directly 
or through other interested persons or or
ganizations, to bear the expense of the liti
gation or to obtain effective legal represen
tation; or when there is reason to believe 
that the institution of such litigation would 
jeopardize the employment or economic 
standing of, or might result in injury or 
economic damage to, such person or persons, 
their families, or their property. 

(c) Whenever an action has been com
menced in any court of the United States 
seeking relief from the denial of equal pro
tection of the laws by reason of the failure 
of a school board to achieve desegregation, 
or of a public college to admit or permit 
the continued attendance of an individual, 
the Attorney General for or in the name 
of the United States may intervene in such 
action if he certifies that, in his judgment, 
the plaintiffs are unable to maintain the 
action for any of the reasons set forth in 
subsection (b) of this section, and that such 
intervention will materially further the 
orderly progress of desegregation in public 
education. In such an action the United 
States shall be entitled to the same relief 
as if it had instituted the action under sub
section (a) of this section. 

(d) The term "parent" as used in this 
section includes other legal representatives. 

SEc. 308. Nothing in this title shall be 
construed to deny, impair, or otherwise 
affect any right or authority of the Attorney 
Generat" or of the United States under exist
ing law to institute or intervene in any 
action or proceeding. 

SEC. 309. In any action or proceeding under 
this title the United States shall be liable 
for costs the same as a private person. 

SEc. 310. Nothing in this title shall affect 
adversely the right of any person to sue for 
or obtain relief in any court against dis
crimination in public education. 

TITLE IV-ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMUNITY 
RELATIONS SERVICE 

SEC. 401. There is hereby established a 
Community Relations Service (hereinafter 
referred to as the "Service") , which shall be 
headed by a Director who shall be appointed 
by the President. The Director shall receive 
compensation at a rate of $20,000 per year. 
The Director is authorized to appoint such 
additional officers and employees as he deems 
necessary to carry out the purp·oses of this 
title. 

SEc. 402. It shall be the function of the 
Service to provide assistance to colll.lYiunities 
and persons therein in resolving disputes, 
disagreements, or difficulties relating to dis
criminatory practices based on race, color, 
or national origin which impair the rights 
of persons in such communities under the 
Constitution or laws of the United States 
or which affect or may affect interstate com
merce. The Service may offer its services in 
cases of such disputes, disagreements, or dif
ficulties whenever in its judgment peaceful 
relations among the citizens of the com
munity involved are threatened thereby, and 
it may offer its services either upon its own 
motion or upon the request of an appropri
ate local official or other interested person. 

SEc. 403. (a) The Service shall whenever 
possible in performing its functions under 
this title seek and utilize the cooperation of 
the appropriate State or local agencies and 
may seek and utilize the cooperation of any 
nonpublic agency which it believes may be 
helpful. 

(b) The activities of all officers and em
ployees of the Service in providing assistance 
under this title shall be conducted in con
fidence and without publicity, and the Serv-

ice shall hold confidential any information 
acquired in the regular performance of its 
duties upon the understandin,g that it would 
be so held. No officer or employee of the 
Service shall engage in the performance of 
investigative or prosecuting functions for 
any department or agency in any litigation 
arising out of a dispute in which he acted 
on behalf of the Service. 

SEc. 404. Subject to the provisions of sec
tion 403 (b) , the Director shall, on or before 
January 31 of each year, submit to the Con
gress a report of the activities of the Service 
during the preceding fiscal year. Such report 
shall also contain information with respect 
to the internal administration of the Service 
and may contain recommendations for legis
lation necessary for improvements in such 
internal administration. 

TITLE V--cOMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS 
SEc. 501. Section 102 of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975a; 71 Stat. 634) is 
amended to read as follows: 
"RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE COMMISSION, 

HEARINGS 
"SEC. 102. (a) The Chairman, or one desig

nated by him to act as Chairman at a hear
ing of the CommisSion, shall announce in 
an opening statement the subject of the 
hearing. 

"(b) A copy of the Commission's rules 
shall be made available to the witness before 
the Commission. 

"(c) Witnesses at the hearings may be ac
companied by their own counsel for the 
purpose of advising them concerning their 
constitutional rights. 

"(d) The Chairman or Acting Chairman 
may punish breaches of order and decorum 
and unprofessional ethics on the part of 
counsel, by censure and exclusion from the 
hearings. 

" (e) If the Commission determines that 
evidence or testimony at any hearing may 
tend to defame, degrade, or incriminate any 
person, it shall receive such evidence or 
testimony or summary of such evidence or 
testimony in executive session. In the event 
the Commission determines that such evi
dence or testimony shall be given at a public 
session, it shall afford such person an oppor
tunity voluntarily to appear as a witness 
and receive and dispose of requests from 
such person to subpena additional witnesses. 

"(f) Except as provided in sections 102 and 
105(f) of this Act, the Chairman shall re
ceive and the Commission shall dispose of 
requests to subpena additional witnesses. 

"(g) No evidence or testimony or summary 
of evidence or testimony taken in executive 
session may be released or used in public 
sessions without the consent of the Com
mission. Whoever releases or uses in public 
without the consent of the Commission such 
evidence or testimony taken in executive ses
sion shall be fined not more than $1,000, or 
imprisoned for not more than one year. 

"(h) In the discretion of the Commission, 
witnesses may submit brief and pertinent 
sworn statements in writing for inclusion in 
the record . The Commission is the sole judge 
of the pertinency of testimony and evidence 
adduced at its hearings. 

"(i) Upon payment of the cost thereof, a 
witness may obtain a transcript copy of his 
testimony given at a public session or, if 
given at an executive session, when author
ized by the Commission. 

"(j) A witness attending any session of 
the Commission shall recel ve $6 a for each 
day's . attendance and for the time neces
sarily occupied in going to and returning 
from the same, and 10 cents per mile for go
ing from and returning to his place of resi
dence. Witnesses who attend at points so 
far removed from their respective residences 
as to prohibit return thereto from day to 
day shall be entitled to an additional allow
ance of $10 per day for expenses of sub
sistence, including the time necessarily oc-

cupied in going to and returning from the 
place of attendance: Mileage payments shall 
be tendered to the witness upon service of 
a subpena issued on behalf of the Commis
sion or any subcommittee thereof. 

"(k) The Commission shall not issue any 
subpena for the attendance and testimony 
of witnesses or for the production of writ
ten or other matter which would require 
the presence of the party subpenaed at a 
hearing to be held outside of the State 
wherein the witness is found or resides or 
is domiciled or transacts business, or has 
appointed an agent for receipt of service of 
proc~ss except that, in any event, the Com
missiOn may issue subpenas for the attend
ance and testimony of witnesses and the pro
duction of written or other matter at a 
hearing held within fifty miles of the place 
where the witness is found or resides or is 
domiciled or transacts business or has ap
pointed an agent for receipt of service of 
process." 

SEC. 502. Section 103(a) of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975b(a); 
71 Stat. 634) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"SEC. 103. (a) Each member of the Com
mission who is not otherwise in the serv
ice of the Government of the United States 
shall receive the sum of $75 per day for each 
day spent in the work of the Commission, 
shall be paid actual travel expenses, and per 
diem in lieu of subsistence expenses when 
away from his usual place of residence, in 
accordance with section 5 of the Administra
tive Expenses Act of 1946, as amended (5 
U.S.C. 73b-2; 60 Stat. 808) .'' 

SEc. 503. Section 103(b) of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975(b); 71 
Stat. 634) is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) Each member of the Commission 
who is otherwise in the service of the Gov
ernment of the United · States shall serve 
without compensation in addition to that 
received for such other service, but while 
engaged in the work of the Commission 
shall be paid actual travel expenses, and per 
diem in lieu of subsistence expenses when 
away from his usual place of residence, in 
accordance with the provisions of the Travel 
Expense Act of 1949, as amended (5 U.S.C. 
835-42; 63 Stat. 166) .'' 

SEc. 504. Section 104 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975c; 71 Stat. 635), 
as amended, is further amended to read as 
follows: 

"DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION 
"SEC. 104. (a) The Commission shall
"(1) investigate allegations in writing 

under oath or affirm1:11tion that certain citi
zens of the United States are being deprived 
of their right to vote and have that vote 
counted by reason of their color, race, re
ligion, or national origin; which writing, 
under oath or affirmation, shall set forth the 
facts upon which such belief or beliefs are 
based; 

"(2) study and collect information con
cerning legal developments constituting a 
denial of equal protection of the laws under 
the Constitution; 

"(3) appraise the laws and policies of the 
Federal Government with respect to equal 
protection of the la.ws under the Constitu
tion; and 

" ( 4) serve as a national clearinghouse for 
information, and provide advice and techni
cal assistance to Government agencies, com
munities, industries, organizations, or indi
viduals in respect to equal protection of the 
laws, including but not limited to the fields 
of voting, education, housing, employment, 
the use of public facilities, transportation, 
and the administration of justice. 
The Commission may, for such periods as it 
deems necessary, concentrate performance 
of its duties on those specified in either 
paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (4) and may 
further concentrate the performance of its 
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duties under any of such paragraphs on one 
or more aspects of the duties imposed 
therein. 

"(b) The Commission shall submit · in
terim reports to -the President and to the 
Congress at such times as either the Com
m1ssion or -the President shall deem desira
ble, and shall submit to the President and 
to the Congress a final and comprehensive 
report of its activities, findings, and recom
mendations not later than September 80, 
1967. 

"(c) Sixty days after the submission of its 
final report and recommendations the Com
mission shall cease to exist." 

SEC. 505. (a) Section 105(a) of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975(d); 71 
Stat. 636) is amended by striking out in the 
last sentence thereof "$50 per diem" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "75 per diem." 

SEC. 506. Section 105(g) of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1957 (4!il U.S.C. 1975(g); 71 Stat. 636) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(g) In case of contumacy or refusal to 
obey a subpena, any district court of the 
United States or the United States Court of 
any Territory or possession, or the District 
Court of the United States for the District. of 
Columbia, within the Jurisdiction of which 
the inquiry is carried on or within the Juris
diction of which said person guilty of con
tumacy or refusal to obey is found or resides 
or 1s domiciled or transacts business, -or has 
appointed an agent for receipt of service of 
process. _upon application by the Attorney 
General of the United States shall have Juris
diction to issue to such person an order 
requiring such person to appear before the 
Commission or a subcommittee thereof, there 
to produce evidence if so ordered, or there to 
give testimony touching the matter under 
investigation; and any failure to obey such 
order of the court may be punished by said 
court as a contempt thereof."' 

SBC. 507. Section 105 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1957 ( 42 U.S.O. 1975d; 71 Stat. 636). 
as amended by section 401 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1960 (42 u.s.c. 197&l(h); 74 Stat. 89). 
is further amended by adding a new subsec
tion at the end to read as follow.s: 

"(1) The Commission shall have the power 
to make such rules and regUlations as it 
deems necessary to carry out the purposes of 
this Act." 
TITLE VI-NON Dl:SCIUMINATION l:N FEDERALLY 

ASSISTED 'PROGRAMS 

SEc. 601. N.otwithstanding any provision 
to the ~ontrary in any law of the United 
States providing or authorizing direct or in
direct financial assistance for or in connec
tion with any program or activity by way 
of grant. contract, loan, insurance, guaranty, 
or otherwise, no such law shall be inter
preted as requiring that such financial as
sistance shall be furnished in circumstances 
under which individuals participating in or 
benefiting from the program or activity are 
discriminated .against on the ground of race, 
color, religion, or national origin or are 
denied participation or benefits therein on 
the ground of race, color, re1igion, or na
tional origin. All contracts made in connec
tion with any such program or activity shall 
contain such ·conditions as the President may 
prescribe for the purpose of assuring that 
there shall be no discrimination in employ
ment by any contractor or subcontractor on 
the ground of race, color, religion, or na
tional origin. 

TITLE VII-MISCELLANEOUS 

SEc. 701. There are hereby authorized . .to 
be appropriated such sums as are necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

SEc. 702. If any provision o~ this Act or 
the application thereof to any person or cir
cumstance is held invalid, the remainder of 
the Act and the ~pplication of the provi
sion to . other persons or circumstances shall 
not be affected thereby. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 
· Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we 

ar.e indebted to the d.istingu1shed Sena
tor from Oregon for reminding us that 
this historic and courageous message of 
President Kennedy, on proposals and 
programs to strengthen human rights, 
has been read in the Senate. ·Of course, 
1t 1s now a matter of public record, not 
only for the Congress. but throughout 
every country in the world, and for the 
ages. 

Mr. President. I feel that this mes
sage is not only courageous and forceful, 
but wise. It is designed to meet the needs 
of the times, and, as has been said so 
frequently and eloquently here today, it 
1s designed to bring the fulfillment and 
and a-chievement of the promise of the 
Emancipation Proclamation that w-as 
made 100 years ago. 

In President Kennedy's historic mes
sage to Congress cencer-n1ng our .crisis 
of race relations in the United States, he 
has wisely stressed both the moral and 
legal aspects of the crisis. He has re
minded us . that we are faced with an 
urgent crisis to secure for every Amer
ican full political and legal equality and 
full citizenship. This is what he meant 
by the so-called civil rights of every 
citizen. 

Such civil rights include, among oth
ers, the right to vote, the right to attend 
nonsegregated schools, the right of ac
.cess to public accommodations, the right 
of peaceful assembly and petition. 

The exercise of these freedoms and 
rights 1s regarded, quite properly, as the 
foundations of American citizenship. 
They cannot be denied to any citizen 
of this Nation. The Civil Rights Act of 
1963, introduced today by the majority 
leader [Mr. MANSFIELD], and cosponsored 
by a substantial number of Senators, 
provides the means to end su~h denials. 

But even if every trace of civil inequal
ity suddenly were to vanish from this 
land, there wotild still exist vast barriers 
of inequality. discrimination, and segre
gation that would constitute great bar
riers to racial tranquillity and harmony. 
Thus. the President forthrightly out
lined the need for concun·ent action to 
remove the barriers of job discrimina
tion, educational incapacity, technical il
literacy, and social instability. One of 
the most tragic evidences of generations 
of .flagrant racial discrimination in every 
section of America is the vast gap that 
·exists between too many white and Ne
gro Americans in job training and op
portunity. The facts are patently clear: 
the Negro American, as a group. has 
been systematically denied the oppor
tunity for equal academic. vocational, 
and technical education in many areas 
of America; ' thereby he is poorly 
equipped to maiptain steady employ
ment in our industrialized economy. 
Moreover, he has also been sy~temati
cally denied access to the more desirable 
jobs that certain Negroes are prepared, 
by education and training. to perform. 
The self-perpetuating and self-reinforc
ing system of job discrimination and 
training discrimination has made the 
eeonomic prospects for our Negro citi
zens very dim indeed. 

This system must be broken; and it 
is being broken today. The racial crisis 
in America will never be resolved until 
this system is finally destroyed. 

The President has recognized this fact 
by recommending a massive program of 
job training designed specifically for un
trained and unemployable Negroes 
throughout the United States. 

When I say "unemployable" I mean 
unemployable because they have been 
denied the education and training that 
should have been accorded to them. The 
President has recommended legislation 
to remove all racial barriers from job 
opportunities. I am hopeful that the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
will report to the Senate a fair unemploy
ment practice bill providing for full 
equality of opportunity in employment. 
It was my privilege to sponsor such a 
bill several years ago and I am currently 
working on a totally new version. An 
earlier version of FEPC legislation was 
reported favorably by the committee, but. 
regrettably, it failed to pass the Senate. 

I believeth~ times are di1ferent today. 
There is a di1ferent temperament in 
America. The country feels di1ferently 
today about the necessity !or the enact
ment of effective civil rights legislation. 

I am now preparing lair employment 
legislation which will offer a totally new 
approach to the problems of fair em
ployment opportunities. I sincerely hope 
the Senate will give this legislation full 
and complete consideration when it is 
introduced. 

It was my privilege, as mayor of a 
great city, in the year 1946, to propose 
the first municipal fair employment 
practice ordinance. with enforcible pro
visions. That ordinance was presented 
to the city council, and was made the law 
of the city. It has been operative for 17 
years. It has worked -advantageously for 
employer and employee alike. and has 
been of substantial benefit to the com
munity. 

Therefore I say that in the immediate 
future I will spell out the details of the 
new proposed legislation. In line with 
the President's emphasis in today's 
message. fair employment legislation 
must permit employers to develop maxi
mum employment opportunities for 
every American, as opposed to providing 
merely for the enforcement of nondis
crimination in employment. This dis
tinction is most important. Only 
through such a comprehensive approach 
to fair employment practices, which is, 
after all, an integral part of the total 
employmen.t process, can we ever hope 
to bring the Negro into our economic 
system in such a manner that his talents 
can be developed and utilized to the 
fullest. 

We have passed the point in history 
where this Nation can afford to throw 
away the productiv~ labors of any spe
cific group on the basis of institutional
ized and outdated habits of employment. 

This is the challenge we face; and I 
believe the 88th Congress has the his
toric opportunity to respond to this 
challenge. 

I emphasize, for the moment, the em
ployment aspects·, because I believe this 
is one of the important problems we 
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face. However, let me be crystal clear 
that the American citizen wants more 
than a job; he wants to be treated in a 
way in which he has every right to be 
treated. 

When I speak of the American as a 
citizen, I do not speak only of the Ameri
can Negro, who has been discriminated 
against, but I speak also of every minor
ity group. I speak of the Indians. I 
speak of the Spanish-speaking people. 
I speak of people of Mexican descent. I 
speak of all people who too frequently 
have not been given the opportunity 
which they so justly and richly deserve. 

I will be saying a great deal more about 
the new approach to fair employment 
that is required in light of present cir
cumstances and past experience. 

We are speaking of only one kind of 
citizenship, and that is full American 
citizenship; of only one kind of opportu
nity, and that is equal opportunity; of 
only one kind of education, and that is 
the best that this Nation can offer to all 
its people. 

When we start to think in terms of 
Americans rather than national or ethnic 
groups, when we begin to speak in terms 
of one constitution, the Constitution of 
the United States of America, instead of 
5Q State constitutions, we will begin to 
find solutions to the grave national 
problems that confront us in this area of 
human relations. 

All Americans should feel great per
sonal pride in the actions proposed today 
by their President, John F. Kennedy. 
This is a memorable day. This is a his
toric occasion. This day will go down in 
the history of our country as one of the 
·great days of freedom. It will be a day 
like July 4, 1776, when a whole people 
declared themselves free and independ
ent. It will be a day like January 1, 
1863, when the President of the United 
States proclaimed the end of slavery and 
the emancipation of a race of people. 

It will go down in history as one of the 
truly great landmarks in the attainment 
of full democracy and full freedom. 

The President of the United States has 
displayed great personal courage and de
termination in making these numerous 
proposals to Congress. No one harbors 
any illusions about the difficult weeks 
_and months that lie ahead. However, as 
I have previously said, the die is cast. 
The promise of emancipation can no 
longer be postponed or denied. Amer
icans of every race and section of the 
country must face this challenge with 
the sense of justice noted in the Presi
dent's closing remarks. Let me repeat 
these historic words: 

In this year of the Emancipation Centen
nial, justice requires us to insure the bless
ings of liberty for all Americans and their 
posterity-not merely for reasons of eco
nomic efficiency, world diplomacy and do
mestic tranquillity-but, above all, because it 
is right. 

Mr. President, to illustrate the great 
importance of providing fair employment 
opportunities for Negroes, in combina
tion with expanded education and train
ing opportunities, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
article which appear~d in yesterday's 

New York Times relating to the urgent 
need for jobs and job training. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NEGROES HERE HELD MORE UPSET OVER JOBS 

THAN SEGREGATION-8URVEY FINDS MANY 
TOO POORLY EDUCATED To CoMPETE I'OR 
WORK-NAACP AND URBAN LEAGUE CRITI-
CIZED 

(By Martin Arnold) 
The northern Negro is more concerned with 

finding a job than with the problems of Bir
mingham, according to a study being made 
for the Fund for the Republic. 

Joseph P. Lyford, a staff member of the 
Center for the Study of Democratic Institu
tions, is making the survey. He said yes
terday: 

"I think the Negro on the West Side of 
New York is beginning to see his problems 
as not exclusively arising from racial dis
crimination but from the fact that he is 
poor." 

The center was financed by the Fund for 
the Republic. One of its projects is a series 
of studies of American communities and the 
American character. 

"We are trying to do the job not by speak
ing to experts or compiling studies or talk
ing to community leaders," Mr. Lyford said. 
"But by speaking to the people themselves." 

STUDIES 40 BLOCKS 
The first in the series, "The Talk in Van

dalia," a profile of a smal.l town in Illinois, 
was published last year. Since last August 
Mr. Lyford has. been studying a 40-block area 
on the upper West Side of Manhattan. 

· Mr. Lyford estimates that 35,000 to 40,000 
persons live in the area, and that at least 
25 percent of them are Negroes, most of 
them with low incomes. 

"They [the Negroes in New York] have 
different preoccupations than the Birming
ham Negro who is striking for recognition 
of the most fundamental rights of human 
life, many of which the New York Negro has 
had for a long time," he said. 

POOR EDUCATION CITED 
Mr. Lyford said that the Northern Negro's 

"real problem is not racial discrimination 
per se but that he is becoming permanently 
unemployed." 

"He has been crippled by the fraudulent 
education in the South, which has prepared 
him for nothing," Mr. Lyford said. "This 
fact alone should prove that equal but sepa
rate education is a fraud." 

Mr. Lyford found that most of the Ne
groes he interviewed in the West Side, be
cause of their education, "can't get far 
enough along in the hiring process to really 
find out if discrimination exists." 

Unskilled workers are nearly all being re
placed by automation, he found, and the 
semiskilled factory worker also is rapidly 
being replaced by machinery. 

"This plus the fact that the unions--such 
as those in the buildings and garment 
trades--discriminate against Negroes makes 
it very difficult for the Negro to develop 
qualifications for a trade." 

He found that the only Negro.es who were 
not suffering economically in the West Side 
were the professional people--doctors, law
yers, and architects. 

"And many middle-class Negroes line up 
with the whites on given issues," he said, 
"so that the poorer Negroes have no one to 
help them. 

He criticized the larger groups such as the 
National Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People and the Urban League as 
"doing nothing for these people." 

Political leaders and city commissioners 
promise the Negro everything from jobs to 
housing, Mr. Lyford said, but "deliver 
nothing." 

The NAACP and the Urban League "do 
nothing for the West Side Negro on the local 
level such as code enforcement in housing 
so the Negro is left defenseless." 

The single exception to local indifference 
that Mr. Lyford found was the school system. 
. Mr. Lyford said that the primary concern 
that the Negro family has about education 
is that the "children get a good one, not 
whether there are 20 percent whites in the 
class." 

He said that in the North the Negro is 
concerned over whether his child likes the 
school and the teacher and whether the 
child is learning to read and write. 

The Negro family does not want his child 
in a segregated school in the North, he said, 
"but is not as terribly concerned about that 
question as he is over the quality of the 
education." 

"I have found that there are three excel
lent elementary schools in this area, and 
the parents are very happy with the school
in~." 

HOPES IN CHILDREN 
Mr. Lyford said that the Negro adult in 

the North had "given up." 
"All his hopes are in his children," he 

said. "While the parent doesn't want dis
crimination in school, he is mainly con
cerned that his child gets a good education." 

The question is, according to Mr. Lyford, 
what happens "if the child gets a good edu
cation and then can't find a job?" 

His survey has found that while the 
Northern Negro admires and respects Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr.'s work in the South, 
"he feels the need for a Dr. King in the 
North." 

"Only when the Negroes have sit-in dem
onstrations in New York-when they lie 

· down on the stairways in some of the slums 
in which they live-will they get better 
housing," he said. 

The area that Mr. Lyford is studying is 
bounded, roughly, by the middle SO's and 
llOth Street between Central Park West and 
Riverside Drive. 

Mr. Lyford lives in the area, on 105th 
Street. His study will include among other 
things the whites and the Puerto Ricans on 
the West Side, police protection, narcotics 
and housing. 

It should be completed in about a month 
and published soon after. 

Mr. Lyford has been a staff member of the 
Fund for the Republic since 1955. Before 
that he had been a newspaper reporter and 
twice was an unsuccessful Democratic can
didate for Congress from Connecticut. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, last 
evening it was my privilege to address a 
meeting of the alumni and friends of 
Brandeis University. It was attended 
by the Chief Justice of the United states 
and by several of our colleagues in the 
Senate, and also by that great educator, 
Dr. Sachar, president of Brandeis Uni
versity. 

It was a great privilege to be one of 
those who have received an honorary 
degree by Brandeis University, which is 
currently celebrating its 15th anniver
sary. I could not help noting that it 
came into being as a university in 1948, 
at about the same time and about the 
same month that a very important polit
ical convention was taking place in 
Philadelphia. 

I noted in my address last night that 
a recent Gallup poll had indicated that 
about 36 percent of the people believed 
that the administration was moving too 
fast on civil rights. My response last 
night was the same that I gave 15 years 
ago in Philadelphia; namely, that this 
Nation has been moving too slowly. 
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.Fifteen years ago, in the summer of 1948, 
I spoke on this subject at the Democratic 
National Convention in Philadelphia. 

I see in the Chamber my good friend, 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoUGLAS]. 
He was the first to take up the stand
ard of the great State of Illinois and lead 

. that State in the parade and subse
,quently in the roll call that made pos
sible a minority report on civil rights 
which became the majority report and 
commitment of the Democratic Party at 
that convention. 
. Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. In my judgment, the 

eloquent speech of the then mayor of 
Minneapolis, now the senior Senator 
from Minnesota, was the greatest politi
cal oration in the history of the country, 
with the possible exception of William 
Jennings Bryan's "Cross of Gold" speech. 
·The speech had a strong influence not 
·only on the Democratic platform, but on 
the development throughout the coun
try of a proper feeling on the question 
of civil rights. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank my good 
friend from Illinois, who has never for 
a moment faltered in his dedication and 
devotion to the principles of human 
rights and civil rights. He has been as 
true as a man ever could be to his convic
tions and ideals. I know he feels today 
as I do, a moment of exhilaration and 
happiness. 

I reeall that when I came to the Sen
ate 14 years ago if one stood up for civil 
rights, he was frowned upon; indeed, he 
was fortunate if that was all that hap
pened to him. It was an unpopular po
sition. I can say tonight that the need 
for civil rights legislation is so impera
tive that not only is it more popular to 
be for it, but now, as then, it is right. 
Congress will not adjourn until the Pres
ident's program, which is minimum leg
islation, is adopted. We are prepared for 
the struggle for which many of us have 
waited during these years, and we are 
prepared for it because there is no other 
answer, there is no other means, there is 
no other alternative. The people of the 
United States want Congress to act in a 
forthright and effective manner on civil 
rights legislation. And we will act. 

The American Negro has waited too 
long. He is not only asking for his 
rights and his full citizenship; he is de
manding them and fighting for them. 
He ought to know that he has loyal allies 
in his fellow citizens in vast areas of 
the Nation. 

Fifteen years ago, I said these words: 
There are those who say to you, "We are 

rushing this issue of civil rights." I say we 
are 172 years too late. 

There are those who say, ·"This issue of 
civil rights is an infringement of State's 
rights;" The time has arrived to get out of 
the shadow of State's rights and walk forth
rightly in the bright sunshine of human 
rights. 

People-human beings-this is the issue of 
the 20th century. People-all kinds and 
sorts of people.:-look to America for leader
ship, for help, for guidance. 

I ask you for a calm consideration of our 
· historic opportunity. Let us forget the evil 

passions, the blindness of the past. In these 
times of world economic, political, and apiri.t-

ual crisis, we cannot--we must not--turn 
from the path so plainly before us. -

Mr. President, those words are as true 
today as they were then. I still ask, as 
a Senator and as the assistant majority 
leader of this body, for a calm considera
tion of our historic opportunity. I hope 
and pray that we shall not have to go 
through the unsightly experience of a 
filibuster to obtain legislation that is so 
fundamental to human dignity. But if 
a filibuster should be forced upon us, 
let it be known that we are prepared for 
the test. We will be on this line, if need 
be, until the end of this year and into 
the next, because the decision has been 
made, not only by some of us in Con
gress, but by the American people, that 
the issue of human rights can no longer 
be delayed. We must face it, and we 
must answer it. 

Our forefathers declared that there are 
such things as inalienable rights, natural 
rights, of life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness. They enunciated the doctrine 
of human equality. Our Constitution 
proclaimed the supreme citizenship of 
a citizen of the United States. The Con
stitution provided that no State may de
prive any citizen of life, liberty, or prop
erty without due process of law. Slavery 
was abolished. The doctrine of equal 
rights and equal opportunities, privileges, 
and immunities for all citizens was pro
claimed. There is nothing in the Con
stitution that speaks of Jew or gentile, 
of Negro or white. The Constitution 
speaks only of a Nation or a Union of 
States, of a Republic of the United States 
of America, of one people, one law, and 
one citizenship. 

This great American dream must be
come a living force. That living force 
needs, today and in the months ahead, 
the sustenance and encouragement of 
action by Congress. 

There have been many gaps, as I in
dicated to my friends last evening. 
Congress has become very emotional 
over what is called the missile gap in 
our contest with the Russians. Many 
speeches have been made from the floor 
of the Senate about the missile gap. 
Billions of dollars have been appro
priated to overcome the missile gap. 
Now it is said that there is no missile 
gap; that we have closed it. It is said 
that we are ahead. 

Today we worry about being behind 
in space. We refer to the space gap. 

In truth, the greatest weakness in 
America, the greatest danger, is the 
citizenship gap, the gap between the 
promise of citizenship and its actuality. 

. The citizenship gap is being closed by 
the message of the President of the 
United States and the proposals he has 
sent to Congress. I am not sure that 
those proposals are all that is needed; 
but I know they will go a long way to
ward closing the gap between the 
promise of American citizenship and its 
reality for millions of people. 

Today I feel as one who has come into 
a great victory, because I see a leader 
in our Nation, giving us not only leader
ship in Congress--political leadership
but great moral leadership. The Presi
dent of the United States has told us 
that the struggle is on, that the die is 

cast, and that there will be no retreat 
from the position that has been taken, 
the position of full, responsible citizen
ship for every American, without regard 
to race, color, creed, or national origin. 

I am confident that victory will crown 
the efforts of those in this body who 
seek to pass the proposed legislation and 
make it a reality. · 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD ex
cerpts from my remarks of last evening. 
I was most appreciativt! of the pres~nce 
of the distinguished junior Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
EXCERPTS OF REMARKS BY SENATOR HUBERT 

H. HUMPHREY, BRANDEIS UNIVERSITY DIN
NER, WASHINGTON, D.C., JUNE 18, 1963 
The issue of freedom has come home, and 

it's always painful. Almost 200 years ago, 
our Nation was born with a cry for freedom 
which still echoes across every continent. 

Our American Revolution set a new and 
attainable goal for all men who aspired to 
freedom. It was a warning to the tyrants 
who sponsored oppression, and to the in
different who tolerated injustice. 

The idea of our Revolution took root in 
other lands, and spread. Over the years, we 
have watched the results as the people of 
other countries stood up and demanded 
freedom for themselves. 

Our American idea of freedom for all men 
has circled the earth, moulded new nations 
and shaped history. 

Idea of freedom has now-returned to this 
land with vitality and force-to challenge 
us again or to haunt us. 

The Negro--the American Negro--wants 
full freedom. And he is standing up to de
mand it and he is fighting for it. Nor 
should we be surprised by his demand or 
by the steps he is taking to win his rights. 
The surprise is that he had enough patience 
to wait so long. And the Negro's demand 
for full freedom is not new; nor does it rep
resent some alien philosophy. It's 100 per
cent American. Our forefathers gave him 
the idea almost 200 years ago, with our Dec
laration of Independence. We promised him 

· realization of the idea 100 years ago, with 
the Emancipation Proclamation. 

But today, there is a tragic .gap between 
the promise and the fulfillment of the 
Emancipation Proclamation. It is that gap 
which is now being closed. 

As a nation; we have in recent years been 
preoccupied with the contest with commu
nism. 

We have poured our resources and energies 
into a massive effort to close what we called 
the missile gap, and now the space gap. 

But, we have neglected the most tragic 
failure of America-the citizenship gap. 

There is a gap between what we should 
be and what we are. All of our people are 
proud to be Americans. But many of our 
people have not been respected as Americans. 
All of our people are, _by the words of the 
Constitution, free and · equal citizens. But 
many of · our people have not enjoyed full 
citizenship privileges, rights, and duties. 
The gap exists-and it is wide. It must be 
closed. 

America is behind in guaranteeing first
class citizenship to every American. 

America is behind in guaranteeing voting 
opportunities to Negro citi~ens. 

America is behind in opening educational 
opportunities to Negro citizens. 

America lags in a;ssuring equal job oppor
tunities to Negro citizens; also lags in train
ing them. 

America, in short, Js short on. the freedom 
about which it boasts. 



11168 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 19 
Our Nation suffers from a lingering dis

ease--a corroding and crippling disease of 
prejudice, bigotry, and discrimination which 
take its ton in poverty, illiteracy, and social 
injustice. · 

We must dedicate ourselves, our energies 
and our knowledge to the imperative task of 
closing America's citizenship gap. 

We must remove the disease of discrimina
tion through new laws, new practices, 
through our communities and States-and 
with Federal standards. 

Discrimination is not a local problem, or 
the problem of one State or area of the coun
try. This is a national problem-and in 
some ways, international. It weakens us at 
home and embarrasses us abroad. 

The basic issue today is not whether the 
wrongs of discrimination will be righted
they will be. 

The issue is not even when equality and 
full freedom will be realized for every Amer
ican-that time is now, this year. 

The basic issue is how first-class citizen
ship will be won for all Americans. 

This is the question: .Will full citizenship 
rights be won and assured for every American 
by law and by practice or by violence, dis
order, and demagogery? 

Tomorrow, President Kennedy will offer 
part of the answer to this question. He will 
give to the Congress and the country a 
courageous, comprehensive and strong mes
sage on the steps needed to bring first-class 
citizenship to every American. His pro
posals will represent a massive effort to 
resolve the major issue of our time by or
derly, legislative steps. 

There will be a long and difficult debate 
in the Congress on the administration's civil 
rights program. I pledge my energies and 
whatever legislative ability I may have to 
securing congressional approval for that 
program. It must be approved; and it will 
be approved. 

A Gallup poll of this week reports that 36 
percent of the people believe that the ad
ministration is moving "too fast," on civil 
rights. But, I believe that this Nation has 
moved too slowly. 

Fifteen years ago, in the summer of 1948, 
I spoke these words at the Democratic Na
tional Convention in Philadelphia: 

"There are those who say to you, 'We are 
rushing this issue of civil rights.' I say we 
are 172 years too late. 

"There are those who say, 'This issue of 
civil rights is an infringement of States 
rights.• The time has arrived • • • to get 
out of the shadow of States rights and walk 
forthrightly into the bright sunshine of hu
man rights. 

"People-human beings-this is the issue 
of the 20th century. People--all kinds and 
sorts of people--look to America for leader
ship, for help, for guidance. 

"I ask you for a calm consideration of our 
historic opportunity. Let us forget the evil 
passions, the blindness of the past. In these 
times of world economic, political and spir
itual crisis, we cannot--we must not--turn 
from the path so plainly before us. 

"For all of us here, for the millions who 
have sent us, for -the whole 2 billion mem
bers of the human family-our land is now, 
more than ever, the last best hope on ea.rth. 
I know that we can-I know that we shall
begin here the fuller and richer re,;:~.lization 
of that hope--that promise of a land where 
all men are free and equal, and each man 
uses his freedom and equality wisely and 
well." 

We did make a new beginning in that sum
mer 15 years ago. Much has been done in 
those 15 years to advance the cause of civil 
rights and human rights in the . United 
States. 

I am confident now that more will be done 
in the next 15 months than in the past 15 
years. 

I am confident that the promise of the 
Emancipation Proclamation will be matched 
by performance in the next 15 months. 

My confidence is based on trust in the peo
ple of the United States-in their basic good
ness, their intrinsic decency, their enduring 
respect for the principles which shaped this 
Nation's philosophy of freedom. 

And my confidence is based on the sense 
of a new climate in America-an awareness 
of the moral crisis we face, and a determina
tion to resolve it. 

In this new climate, indifference has 
changed to concern and personal involve
ment. 

All of us, every citizen of this Nation, are 
concerned today about the moral crisis of 
civil rights and human rights. All of us 
must recognize that we are personally in
volved in this crisis-no matter what part 
of the country is· our home. 

Edmund Burke said it best to the House 
of Commons: 

"All that is necessa.ry for the forces of evU 
to win in the world," he said, "is for enough 
good men to do nothing." 

We have the good men. And today, they 
are doing something. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
President of the United States deserves 
the praise and support of all Americans 
for the very thoroughgoing program 
which he has laid before Congress in his 
message on civil · rights and job oppor
tunities. The message deals with vir
tually every phase of the difficulties 
which the Negro race and other minor
ity groups ·experience in the United 
States. It strengthens the provisions for 
voting rights, for school desegregation 
and, at the same time, urges more ade
quate financing for schools and for the 
vocational and general training of those 
who, in the past, have not had the ad
vantages of adequate education. 

The President's program provides also 
for Federal protection of the right of 
all Americans to be served without dis
crimination on the basis of color in 
places of public accommodation. It 
lays down a program to assist in secur
ing equal opportunities in employment 
for all Americans. What the President 
is trying to accomplish is the legal af
:firmation and protection that men may 
be judged on their own merits. 

What the President is urging is that 
men may have a chance to be judged 
on their own merits and be really free to 
succeed or not succeed ih proportion to 
their abilities and their character. In 
this effort we should give him not only 
our commendations today, but our sup
port in the difficult months, and perhaps 
years, which lie ahead. 

Protection of the right to vote, pro
tection of the right to a decent educa
tion, without forced segregation, protec
tion of the right to be served in places of 
public accommodation, protection of the 
right to be considered on one's own 
merits in obtaining employment-these 
would seem to be standards to which 
honest and conscientious Americans of 
all races should rally. 

I know the President will be criticized 
for laying down such a thoroughgoing 
program as this; and it will be charged 
that by asking for so much, it will be 
difficult for him to obtain very much. 
The point is that we have slept· on this 
job for more than a century-in particu
lar, for the last 85 years. The Nation 

stood aside. despite the Constitution and 
permitted the Southern States to dis
franchise the Negro population. It stood 
aside and permitted the Southern States 
and municipalities, and. indeed, some 
Northern States and municipalities, to 
segregate Negroes in schools and in pub
lic places. This action of the South was 
indeed blessed by the Supreme Court in 
1895, in the famous case of Plessy against 
Ferguson, to which there was only one 
dissent-that of the sturdy and heroic 
Associate Justice John Marshall Harlan, 
of Kentucky. Only in the last 20 years 
has America begun to wake up on this 
question; and, as the Senator from Min
nesota has said, the 15 years of battling 
which some of us have conducted on the 
:floor of this body have not been produc
tive of very much legislation on the part 
of Congress. 

If we had provided more adequate 
education for the freed slaves of the 
South; if we had treated them more 
as human beings and less as inferior 
persons; if we had lived up to the pledges 
of the 14th amendment that no State 
should discriminate against individuals 
or deny to any person the equal pro
tection of the laws; if we had moved 
earlier in the field of voting; if we had 
tried to improve public education; if we 
had tried to open up employment on the 
basis of ability, then possibly these re
forms could have been introduced grad
ually, and in this country there might 
have been adjustments without violence 
and without disturbance. 

But, no, the dominant forces of the 
country and in the Congress refused to 
act; and, as a result, the tides of cha.ng-e 
were arrested; and Congress and the 
National Government remained largely 
isolated from the streams of thought. 
So-as was inevitable-the forces of 
change have boiled up in an open man
ner; and today measures which might 
have produced unity 85 years ago, 75 
years ago, 50 years ago, 25 years ago, 15 
years ago, 10 years ago, 5 years ago, 
are no longer adequate. 

The 18 million to 20 million Negro citi
zens have lost a great deal of the fear 
of the white man which formerly re
strained them. They have lost the ser
vility which formerly characterized them. 
The inferiority complex which many felt 
in the presence of white civilization has 
departed. They have been inspired by 
the creation of approximately 30 new 
African republics. They have been 
heartened by the development of able 
members of their race who, even with 
all the disadvantages under which they 
have suffered, have nevertheless dem
onstrated their ability; and through the 
Negro population of the country there 
now runs a deep demarid for change
for thoroughgoing change-and for no 
compromise. 

Let me say that I think it is extraor
dinary that thus· far these protests have 
taken place with so little violence and 
with so few threats of violence on the 
part of the Negro race. They have suf
fered under great wrongs. What have 

. been their methods 'l Peaceful parading, 
in the ~ain; peaceft,ll petitioning-sup
posedly _guaranteed by the :first amend
ment to the Constitution; nonresistance, 
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or perhaps I should say physical non
resistance, but spiritual super-resistance. 
For the new and young leaders of the 
Negro race have adopted the methods of 
Ghandi, and have practiced moral pro
tests and spiritual super-resistance, in an 
effort to pierce the conscience of the 
white race and to effect a peaceful 
change-but a thoroughgoing change. 

The NAACP has given and is giving 
heroic service not only in its noble work 
to free Negroes from the legal disabilities 
which have hampered them, but also in 
the struggles for civil rights here in Con
gress and in the various State legislatures 
and city councils. They have laid the 
foundations for the developments which 
are taking place today. I want to pay 
my tribute to them and to the unselfish 
leaders who have truly worked for their 
people. 

I have also tried to study not only the 
speeches and writings, but also the ac
tions, of Martin Luther King and his 
great associates, Ralph Abernathy and 
Fred Shuttleworth and the host of fol
lowers they have attracted. 

I have never found one word of hatred 
in what they have uttered. They have 
spoken of the necessity of loving white 
people and cooperating with white peo
ple. They have emphasized the need for 
whites and blacks to work together. But 
they have been adamant in their de
mands that the Negro should not be 
content with the position to which he 
has been assigned. So has been the 
NAACP. 

Thus far these groups have been 
amazingly successful in restraining their 
fellow Negroes. I believe it is probably 
true that we would not have had the 
message from the President, and we 
would not have had the wide support 
which that message has called forth, if it 
had not been for these mass demonstra
tions. If the Negroes had continued in 
their former habits of servility, if they 
had maintained what some members of 
the Negro race call the "Uncle Tom atti
tude," I do not think we would have 
had any proposals of the type now of
fered. 

So the method of Gandhi-and I be
lieve it is also the method of Jesus--has 
caught fire and has touched the hearts 
of many members of the white race as 
well. We hope that it will penetrate far
ther. 

But while I rejoice in the message of 
the President, we should all be aware of 
the long, difficult course which lies 
ahead. 

Four leading Senators from the South
ern States have publicly announced that 
they will oppose these measures with all 
their strength, and that they will carry 
out, if necessary, a prolonged filibuster 
to defeat them. That is a frank state
ment. The men who make such state
ments are skilled parliamentarians who 
know every crevice and every delaying 
device in the Senate rules and proce
dures. I think we can be quite certain 
that all of them will be employed. 

I notice that three bills have been in
troduced. I have them here on my desk. 
Two of them seem to be administration 
bills, one an omnibus bill dealing with 
all the subjects which the President out
lined in his message, including the right 

of accommodation in public places, and 
the second dealing only with the matter 
of public accommodations. A cursory 
examination makes me somewhat un
certain as to the reason for the second 
bU1 in view of the first bill. This duality 
may appear to be well founded upon 
closer analysis. But these two bills are 
separated at their very origin. The first, 
the omnibus bill, is being referred to the 
Judiciary Committee. It contains, as I 
have said, sections on public accommo
dations. But the bill which concentrates 
exclusively on public accommodations is 
being referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. So these two bills seem to 
move in different directions. 

Then there is a third bill which only 
a few minutes ago was jointly introduced 
by the minority leader, the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], and the majority 
leader, the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MANSFIELD]. I have not had sufficient 
time to examine that bill in minute de
tail. But it seems to leave out all refer
ence to public accommodations. 

The question which immediately arises 
is which of the bills is the Senate leader
ship supporting? Is it supporting the 
President's omnibus bill, which deals 
with public accommodations, or is it 
supporting the Mansfield-Dirksen bill, 
which omits reference to public accom
modations? We should have a clarifica
tion on that point before we go much 
further, because we may find that it is 
the first movement of attrition or erosion 
being conducted against the administra
tion program. 

I make no charges in that -connection, 
but it seems to me extraordinary that 
the two leaders should introduce a bill 
which omits the vital feature of public 
accommodations, if I read the bill cor
rectly. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. At the very minimum, 

eight Republicans and eight Democrats 
have joined in the omnibus bill as well as 
in the single bill on public accommoda
tions, both of which have been intro
duced, one by the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD] and the other by 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MANs
FIELD] and the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. MAGNUSON]. 

When the Senator asks the question 
about the leadership, I think this pic
tures the situation: as I see it, the 
minority and majority leaders have 
gotten together as much as they, as 
individual Senators, can get together, on 
the bill omitting public accommodations. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then I am correct in 
stating that the so-called Mapsfield
Dirksen bill omits reference to public 
accommodations. 

Mr. JAVITS. It does. A bipartisan 
group, which we think will grow, but 
which, as I say, at the very minimum 
starts with 8 on each side, supports the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD] 
in his omnibus bill and in his public 
accommodations bill. The significance 
of that is that, when the Senator speaks 
about the leadership, there is always im
plied a solid phalanx of a party which is 
following a leader. We well understand 
the southern situation on the other side 

of the aisle. But what I have stated 
indicates that on our side there is great 
support-and I think it will be a growing 
support-for the total administration 
package. Therefore, I think it is ex
tremely important that those facts be 
made clear, because they are just as 
pertinent as is the question of the 
Senator from Illinois: "Where, oh where, 
is the leadership, and what will it be?" 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 
from New York. His concern and his 
frankness are characteristic of him. I 
hope that, like Abou Ben Adhem, his 
tribe will increase. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I have been priv

ileged to participate in many, if not all, 
of the conversations relating to the pro
posed legislation as it was developed and 
as the message of the President was de
veloped. The majority leader is unquali
fiedly in support of the administration 
bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Including public ac
commodations? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Including public 
accommodations. I make that state
ment because I have explicity discussed 
the question with the majority leader. 
When the majority leader today in
troduced the administration bill, he did 
so because he desired that it be clear to 
all persons that his support was for the 
total package. 

As Senators may recall, he also in
troduced the public accommodations fea
ture, which is title n of the administra
tion bill, so that it could be the subject 
of separate hearings before the Commit
tee on Commerce. He was joined in the 
introduction of that bill by the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]. 
The situation relating to the bill that has 
been introduced by the majority leader 
and the minority leader-the Mansfield
Dirksen proposal-is as follows: 

The junior Senator from Dlinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN] did not fully agree at this time 
with the administration's proposal on 
public accommodations. He did feel 
that there was need for some legislation 
in that area. The majority leader, the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], 
knowing full well that we may be faced 
with a cloture vote in this body, was 
seeking, as a leader, to maintain the 
broadest possible support for the time 
when we may have to apply cloture. 

Therefore, he has worked carefully 
and painstakingly with the minority 
leader in an effort to arrive at the broad
est area of agreement. Interestingly 
enough, all the administration proposals 
are supported by the minority and ma
jority leaders in the Mansfield-Dirksen 
bill with the one exception of excluding 
public accommodations. I do not mini
mize that section. It is very important. 

In the light of the meetings I have at
tended-and I believe it is fair to say 
that I have attended most, if not all, of 
them-an effort has been made, and is 
still being made, on the part of the 
minority leader and majority leader to 
find the language, as a result of hear
ings which will be held, so that whatever 
bill is ultimately reported can have the 
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wholehearted support, in public accom· 
modations as well as other areas, of both 
leaders. 

I think the present situation lends it· 
self to some confusion. The Senator 
from Illinois has appropriately and prop· 
erly and rightly pointed this out. This 
has been discussed at length. 

One of the reasons why I was so 
pleased today with the action by the ma
jority leader in introducing the admin
istration bi11, and by the broad cospon
sorship of it, is the fact that it should 
be noted that this is the position of the 
leader. This is a bipartisan position for 
a large number of Senators--a number 
which is growing. It is my view that be.:. 
fore Monday there will be more than 50 
cosponsors for the administration bill, 
and many of them from the Republican 
side of the aisle. 

In my judgment there will also be a 
public accommodations bill on the calen
dar when the Senate Committee on Com
merce shall have completed its hearings. 
So there can be no doubt of what is the 
position of responsible Members of this 
body. I have a feeling that, by the time 
civil rights legislation is enacted, there 
will be broad agreement. 

If the Senator, who has been very 
generous with time, will permit me to 
take a moment more, I should like to 
make one additional comment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. It is my view that 

the House will pass the administration 
bill pretty much as it is, judging from 
consultations with House Members. In 
other words, the House will pass a strong 
civil rights bill in one package. 

That bill will come to the Senate from 
the House. I would hope we could have 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the Senate to the Senate 
Calendar the full and comprehensive bill. 
But, if that should not be the case, we 
shall have the option of using rule XIV, 
which permits the Senate to intercept a 
bill as it comes from the House, place it 
on the calendar, and then either con
sider it from the calendar or refer it to 
a committee for a limited number of 
days and for a report on a day certain. 

In the meantime, there will have been 
hearings on all proposals in the Senate 
committees, so that no Senator will be 
able to say that there have been no hear
ings or that this is new material and we 
know nothing about it. By majority 
vote we shall be able to do that. 

I wish to make the record clear that 
these matters have been thought through 
very carefully, and the President has 
been involved in these discussions, as 
have the Vice President and the leader
ship on both sides, as well as members 
of certain committees. 

I have been impressed with the de
gree of cooperation we have received. I 
regret that there was not a fuller under
standing and agreement on the public 
accommodations feature, but I believe 
that the majority of this body favors a 
strong public accommodations feature, 
as will be indicated by the number of 
cosponsors on the administration bill. 

I reassure my colleague from Dlinois 
that the majority leader has no doubt as 
to his position. I wish he were present 
to speak for himself, but in this instance 

I know he will permit me to do so, be
cause this question was brought up yes
terday in conversation and in confer
ence: I believe not only that I am 
permitted to say, but that the majority 
leader would ·want me to say, that he 
sponsored the comprehensive bill and the 
separate public accommodations bill as 
a clear demonstration of his unqualified, 
open support of that proposal. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate the 
statement made by the whip on our side 
of the aisle. I think his statement will 
be reassuring. I think, however, that 
the presence of the two bills, with spon
sorship of this peculiar nature, tends to 
lead to public confusion. I welcome this 
reassurance on the part of the Senator 
from Minnesota. I hope it will be re
fiected in vigorous action and leadership 
on the part of others. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, does the 
Senator from Dlinois find it convenient 
to yield for one moment further? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. I should like to state to 

the Senator, because the Senator from 
Minnesota was too modest to state it 
himself, that the two architects of a 
good deal of the bipartisanship which 
has entered into this matter have been 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY] and the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. KUCHEL]. I do not think 
the record would be complete, especially 
on my part, since, like the Senator from 
-Illinois, I have been so deeply concerned, 
if I did not pay those Senators the re
spect and honor which they deserve for 
great skill and patience in working 

. through this labyrinth and coming out 
,as well as they have. 

As I am sure the Senator from Illi
nois understands, there are possibilities 
of confusion; nevertheless this biparti
san base on the main issue is most help
ful and extremely important, and will 

. represent the reason why we shall suc
ceed rather than faiL 

While I am on my feet, I wish to say 
-to the Senator that I listened with the 
greatest of respect to his historical 

· analysis of the situation. I feel that the 
Senator has put his :finger on what will 

· be supremely important in the days 
ahead; that is, that we are no longer 
talking about what will mollify the 
Southern Senators and happily induce 
them not to press their powers of fili
buster to the very outermost limit, but 
that this time we shall be thinking about 
what will produce order, tranquillity, and 
justice in the United States. I believe 
that is the way the vote will go. That in 
itself is a revolution in civil rights in the 
Congress. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 
from New York. He has been a leader 
in this movement. The great Senators 
from California and Minnesota have 
played magnificent parts, and I am sure 
they will continue to do so. 

I should like to emphasize, however, 
that there is a very long and difficult 
road ahead of us. Verbal support for 
the President's program on the 19th of 
June, however desirable, does not neces
sarily mean that we shall be able to pass 
a civil rights bill, because we can look 
forward to the prospect that every par-

liamentary obstacle which can be thrown 
-in the way of action will be carried out. 
-The experience of the past 25 years so 
indicates. 
- The Senator from Minnesota correctly 
said that it might be better strategy to 
let a bill first come from the House, and 
-then either consider it directly or, if it is 
to be referred to a committee, refer it to 
the Judiciary Committee with instruc
tions to report on a given date. 

That was tried in 1956. The Senator 
-from Dlinois made such a proposal in 
"Connection with a civil rights bill which 
came from the House. I remember that 
there were only six votes against a ta
bling motion, then made by the leader of 
the Democratic Party in the Senate, the 
then Senator from Texas. I cast one of 
these and there were only five others. 

If we do get a bill to the :floor· of the 
Senate-and it is by no means certain 
that we shall be able to get such a bill 
to the :floor-we shall then face the pos
sibility, and probability, of two filibus
ters: The first on the motion to take up, 
or proceed to take up, and the second on 

-the bill itself. 
These filibusters will be determined 

and skillful. Judging by past experience, 
they will probably be supported by at 
least 18 Senators. Those Senators, di
vided into teams of two, each one taking 
4 hours, will mean that a man will have 
to speak only once in 2 days, while his 
scout, or "lookout," can protect him on 
the :floor. And if the Senate goes into 
round-the-clock sessions, which have 
been urged as a means of breaking the 
filibuster, judging by past experience, the 
scout, or "lookout" can ask for quorum 
calls every 2 hours, at 6 o'clock p.m., 8 
o'clock p.m., 10 o'clock p.m., 12 o'clock 
midnight, 2 o'clock in the morning, 4 
o'clock in the morning, 6 o'clock in the 
morning, 8 o'clock in the morning, 10 
o'clock in the morning, noon, 2 o'clock in 
the afternoon, and 4 o'clock in the after
noon. The burden of obtaining a 
quorum of 51 Senators will then fall on 
those who believe in civil rights. 

The 20 Senators who openly oppose 
civil rights can absent themselves and 
sleep, but those in favor of civil rights 
will have to show up. And if by chance 
any Senator who favors civil rights but 
is exhausted by lack of sleep fails to 
answer to a quorum call, we can be cer
tain that official voices will denounce him 
as not being interested in civil rights. 
The opprobrium of failing to maintain 
a quorum will fall upon those who are 
really interested, and powerful and in-

, :fluential voices will be raised, judging by 
the comments of last summer, against 
them. So, to maintain quorums against 
the filibuster will be very difficult. 

When the vote finally comes as to 
· whether debate should be limited and 
thereafter Senators be restricted to an 
hour each, it will be necessary to get not 
a majority, but a two-thirds vote. 
Thirty-four Senators, by voting against 
the limitation of debate, can, under our 
present rule XXII, permit the filibuster 
to go on. 

A few weeks ago I commented on the 
difficulties of breaking a filibuster under 

- the two-thirds rule. On that question, in 
all probability the 22 Southern Senators 
would vote against breaking the fili-
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buster. In the past, the Senators from 
the Southwest, and a goodly percentage 
from the Mountain States, have also 
voted against limiting debate. There 
are also crypto-sympathizers with the 
anti-civil-rights group who, while they 
would not themselves vote against a civil 
rights measure, would vote against a 
cloture motion in the name of full and 
unlimited debate. 

As in the past, Senators who believe in 
a genuine civil rights measure will prob
ably be very lonely as we work here on 
the Senate floor. I hope there may have 
been a sufilcient change in public opinion 
and a sufficient realization of the sever
ity of the issue, so that the precedents 
of the past will no longer apply to the 
future. 

I pride myself on being not only an 
advocate of civil rights, but also on being 
a realist with an understanding of some 
of the difficulties which we face. As 
such difficulties develop, there will be 
those who will say, "Yes, you can get a 
bill through, provided you strike out the 
provisions on public accommodations." 
It will be remembered how, in the civil 
rights debate of 1957, under such siren 
calls, part III was eliminated. 

There will be those who will say, 
"Eliminate the provisions on public ac
commodations. Then we can get an 
antifllibuster vote, but you never can 
get it as long as you keep the public ac
commodations section in the bill." I 
only hope that the strange combinations 
of sponsorships which have been revealed 
today are not harbingers of such tactics. 

When that section is thrown over
board it will then be said, "We can get 
the bill through provided you eliminate 
the fair and full employment practices 
provision"-just as the provisions, under 
equity proceedings, for punishing viola
tions of injunctions were thrown out in 
1957 under the plea that our southern 
friends and their sympathizers would 
never consent to that. 

Then there will be the cry, "Eliminate 
part ill. Eliminate the right of the 
Attorney General, in school desegrega
tion cases, to intervene. You never can 
get by with that.'' 

So gradually movements will be made 
to strip the bill of all meaning, with the 
final result that a bill may emerge that 
will be completely innocuous and com
pletely ineffective. And then it will be 
hailed by some as a great victory for 
civil rights. 

It might have been possible to get by 
with that in 1957 and 1959, but I do not 
think it is possible today, because 
what the leadership is dealing with now 
is not merely a group of liberals in the 
Senate. What they are dealing with now 
is the alarmed and deeply concerned 
public opinion of the vast majority of the 
Nation; and the little parliamentary 
tricks and devices, the backroom whis
perings, and the cloakroom deals will not 
be effective in meeting this situation out 
in the country. 

What we need is a stern determination. 
We are encompassed by opponents. We 
are encompassed b~· persons who will try 
to rob this measure of all real meaning. 
We must be faithful to the principles, 
work for the President's program and 
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resist all the effortso and blandishments 
to emasculate the measure. 

We will debate without bitterness, 
without malice, without any false sense 
of sectional superiority, but some of us, 
at least, will insist that the principles of 
the Declaration of Independence and of 
the 14th and 15th amendments to the 
Constitution be applied all over the Na
tion. And in this we are not disturbers, 
nor are we, as some columnists have 
said, "knee-jerk liberals.'' 

We believe in the rights of man. We 
believe in the eternal principles upon 
which this Republic was founded. Since 
when are those principles to be sneered 
at? 

I am not too optimistic about the out
come, but if we fail, if either no bill or a 
badly emasculated bill emerges, it will 
be a great blow inside the Nation to the 
cause of righteousness. It will be a 
·great blow to the standing of the United 
States in the public opinion of the world. 
If we go on month after month with a 
filibuster and a progressive whittling 
down of the program, we shall make our
selves not only ridiculous, but despicable, 
in the sight of the whole world. Our 
enemies will take full advantage of that 
fact. 

American prestige will be lowered. 
We must make the decision. Do we be
lieve in Thomas Jefferson's preamble to 
'the Declaration of Independence: 
· We hold these truths to be self-evident, 
that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain un
alienable rights, that among these are life; 
liberty and the pursuit o! happiness. That 
to secure these rights, Governments are in
stituted among Men, deriving their just 
powers from the consent o! the governed, 

Do we believe in Lincoln's Gettysburg 
Address, that this is a government not 
only of the people, but by the people and 
for the people? Do we believe in the 14th 
amendment to the Constitution, which 
provides that no State shall deprive any 
citizen of the equal protection of the 
laws; that all persons born or natural
ized in the United States are not only 
citizens of a particular State but also 
citizens of the United States, and that 
no person shall be deprived of life, liber
ty, or property without due process of 
law? There is no room for second-class 
citizenship under the 14th amendment. 

These are things we talk about on the 
Fourth of July. These are subjects for 
orations. However, do we really believe 
in these principles? The test is coming. 
We must stand fast behind the program 
which the President of the United States 
has laid down, resist the processes of 
erosion which inevitably will be em
ployed, and answer quorum calls, even 
to the point of dropping from fatigue. 
Without indulging in mock heroics, it 
may be from something else than 
fatigue. 

We must do this without bitterness 
or any imitating air of moral superior
ity. We recognize that our Southern 
friends--and they are our friends--are 
in fact prisoners of history and geogra
phy, and that an evil system was fas
tened upon them-slavery-which was 
bad and terrible for the slave, and bad 
and terrible for the master. When the 

slaves were freed, the social conditions 
which had prevailed under slavery con
tinued, and they poisoned the life of the 
South and the life of the North. · 

Now at a tardy hour we are seeking 
to make atonement. Therefore, I wish 
to commend the President of the United 
States for his brave and sweeping and 
comprehensive message. 

I pray to God that in the difficult 
months which are to follow we will resist 
the temptations of expediency and seek 
to do what is right, and to remember 
the hymn of Isaac Watts, which we used 
to sing in Sunday School and church: 

Tasks in hours of insight willed 
May be in hours of gloom fulfilled. 

The hours of gloom will soon set upon 
us. I hope that the inspiration of this 
hour, the stirring words of our Presi
dent, may be carried out in the months 
of gloom which I fear lie ahead. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
rise only to say to the distinguished Sen
ator from nllnois how much I have been 
moved by his address, which was truly 
a great address, and his recitation of 
things as they were in the past and as 
they are historically, and regrettably 
true. However, his understanding of 
things as they are now is equally true. 
The same parliamentary tactics which 
have defeated many efforts in this body 
throughout the years of yesterday will 
not be effective in the present situation. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I hope they wm not 
be. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The reason they 
will not be is that the country feels dif
ferently. There has been an awakening. 
The specter of innocent people peace
fully demonstrating being set upon by 
the police, and the ugly scene on televi
sion and in the newspaper photographs 
of a police dog bitting the arm of an 
American citizen who sought only the 
privilege of citizenship, who had com
mitted no crime, who had incited no 
person, who in no way was intruding 
upon anyone else's privileges or rights, 
bave shaken the American people. 

Americans were somewhat accustomed 
to seeing such scenes in other countries. 
When the fight for freedom came home, 
and when the evil practices of yesterday 
and today were used to subdue the legiti
mate demands of people who sought only 
their constitutional rights, the American 
people said, "We have had enough.' ' 
They want Congress to act morally and 
equitably and promptly. There is no 
doubt about it. This situation is no more 
comparable to what existed a year ago 
than the world before the atomic bomb 
was comparable to the world after the 
atomic bomb; or the age of space com
pared with the age of the covered wagon. 

It is an entirely different period of hu
man history. The change has taken 
place almost within a fortnight. It took 
place in one afternoon at Birmingham. 
It had been taking place in many other 
scenes, but all at once public sentiment 
was crystalized. There was a climactic 
moment when every man knew that in 
the affairs of men as in the affairs of the· 
Nation there is what we call timing. 
This time, today, is the time for the 
American people to act. 
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They are acting through their repre

sentatives. 
I say to my friend from lllinois that if 

we were only going through another ef
fort on civil rights, and if that were all 
that were involved, it would be a shame
ful mockery. Not only that, but we would 
be unworthy of the responsibilities and 
honors that the office of Senator or Rep
resentative places upon us. The simple 
truth is that it is not a question of 
whether these wrongs and discrimina
tions are to be corrected, because they 
are. It is not a question of when they 
are to be corrected, because they are go
ing to be corrected now. The only ques
tion is, and the only issue is how the 
correction is to be made. Will the situa
tion be corrected out on the streets, 
where a peaceful demonstration turns in
to a disaster, or is it going to be cor
rected by a representative government? 
Is it going to be corrected by legal pro
cesses or by individl,lal action? 

In the last month we have seen more 
advance in the cause of civil liberties 
and civil rights and constitutional 
guarantees than we have seen in the pre
ceding 10 years. I submit that more 
will be accomplished in the next 15 
months than was accomplished in the 
last 15 years. That is my honest judg
ment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate the 
statement of the Senator from Minne
sota. I realize that it is necessary to 
have optimism about these matters. 

However, after 15 years' experience in 
seeing how the organization of the Sen
ate and the rules of the Senate and the 
leadership of both parties in effect have 
been successful in defeating every civil 
rights measure, virtually, that has come 
before the Senate, with the exception of 
the innocuous bills of 1957 and 1960, I 
must admit that I am skeptical. I have 
seen us lose the ball game, year after 
year, when we have refused to change 
rule XXII. 

Many of us have argued for years that 
with the sectional composition of the 
Senate as it is, with the equal represen
tation of the States, with the alliance 
among the South, Southwest, Mountain 
States, and sections of the Republican 
Party, it is almost impossible to get a 
two-thirds vote. If we could bring these 
measures to a vote, of course, we would 
get a majority. 

But the difficulty will be to bring the 
bill to a vote. I hope that people will 
realize now that we are being afforded 
another chance, a chance which we lost 
when we refused to· change rule XXII, 
and were accused of being "knee-jerk 
liberals" because we advocated such a 
change. 

Arthur Krock, the highly conservative 
columnist of the New York Times, has 
said, and said truthfully, that the Senate 
is the graveyard of civil rights legislation, 
and that rule XXII is the gra vedigger. I 
think we may have lost the ball game last 
January and February when the Senate 
refused to change rule XXII, and when 
rulings were made from the chair which 
made it almost impossible for us to bring 
the proposal to a vote. . 

I shall not indulge in recriminations 
about the past. There is always a chance 
for people to change; and we always hope 

that there will be a change. · I simply 
say that to date the Senate has devoted 
its abilities, ingenuity, and energy to 
preventing the passage of civil rights 
legislation. A thorough breach with 
past practices is needed. A certain sense 
of direction would be r..elpful. A desire 
to reform is important. But if we are 
to go through with the political shilly
shallying and maneuvering that we have 
gone through for 15 years, I personally 
do not expect great progress. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not think we 

are going to go through a political shilly
shally. I understand the reasons for 
the Senator's concern. I will not say it 
is pessimism, because I think in a very 
real sense it is realism-at least, so far 
as the history of this body is concerned. 

But we have seen several things hap
pen. ·Never before has a President of 
the United States met day after day with 
great leaders from every segment of our 
society on the question of civil rights. 
Those leaders come from all walks of 
life. When they come, while they are 
there, and when they go home, they now 
understand that the America of June 
1963, is a different America; it is an 
aroused America. The people who were 
docile and quiet, who were willing to suf
fer under economic and social oppres
sion, are no longer willing to do so. 
They are standing up and fighting. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Pray God that this 
maybe so. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it is so. 
When the galleries of this Chamber are 
filled with our fellow Americans as we de
bate these measures, they will not be that 
filled with people who are looking down 
upon us and wondering why this is go
ing on; they will be looking at us and 
saying, "Get on with the job." 

Many a Senator weakened in the cause 
of civil rights in the City of Washington, 
which is basically a Southern city, be
cause he found it very undesirable, 
very unhappy for him to be fighting on 
that side. But now the whole situation 
is changed. There is not a Member of 
this body who does not know that he 
cannot go home and face his own people, 
wherever they may be in any section 
of the country, unless he faces up to 
this question. So the issue is a different 
one. It is no longer merely a platform 
commitment in political terms. It is 
no longer merely the introduction of a 
bill. Bills are introduced with convic
tion; yes, with sincerity. In a very real 
sense, this is a struggle. We are now 
fighting against the basic bad practices 
of the past. They must be removed from 
the American scene. This is why th~ 
President has carefully sought the guid
ance q,nd counsel of many people. 

There were those of us a month and 
a half ago who sat down and discussed 
the proposed legislation. At that time 
our thought was that we should not 
move precipitately, but should move 
carefully, prudently, and wisely, after 
broad consultation, seeking the advice of 
others, and informing the people of what 
we hoped to do. We are proposing to 
build stone by stone, step by step. 

As those legislative meetings have been 
held, the President of the United States 
has been meeting, as he is today with 
some three or four hundred educators, 
and yesterday or the day before yester
day with persons who are virtually the 
leaders of our country, including labor 
leaders, leaders on the industrial scene, 
and religious leaders. 

We shall win this fight because the bat
tle is being won for us. It is being won for 
us by the people. We are merely being 
asked to ratify it. The victory is being 
won in many places in America. It is 
being won in the towns, villages, coun
ties, and States. It is being won by 
thousands of persons in restaurants, 
theaters, and hotels across the land. 
Right now, the only question is whether 
Congress will catch up. I hope it will, 
because it has no other choice. If it 
does not catch up, there will be many 
new faces in a new Congress, because 
the people have made up their minds 
that America will "get right" on this 
issue. 

I think we shall be faced with that 
issue promptlY, and we shall answer it 
right here. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield? 
. Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. JAVITS. I know that I shall save 
much of the Senator's and the Senate's 
time by associating myself with the re
marks of my dear friend, the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota, and I 
do so. I have said these things many 
times, as ·we all know, because I feel very 
deeply on this subject. 

At this moment I wish to pay a tribute 
to the senior Senator from Illinois, who 
is a veteran :fighter in the struggle for 
civil rights. This is his crown of glory, 
especially today, because he demon
strates that he never tires, and so far as 
we can see, he never will. I pray God 
that that may be so. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 
from New York, who has given inestim
able service to this cause. 

INTEREST RATES ON CONSUMER 
LOANS 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, it 
gives me a great deal of satisfaction to 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD a letter which 
I have just received from the executive 
vice president of the District of Columbia 
National Bank, Mr. William F. Collins, a 
former banker and resident of my city 
of Chicago. It is most reassuring to have 
the newest bank in our Nation's Capital 
take the lead in helping to bring about 
realistic and fair interest rates for con
sumer loans. To my knowledge, the Dis
trict of Columbia National Bank is the 
only bank in this area to recognize that 
the 8 percent maximum interest rate 
established by the antiusury statute of 
the District of Columbia is applicable to 
consumer loans. I have every expecta
tion that this forward-looking policy will 
in the end prove beneficial to that bank, 
and I hope that its practice will be fol
lowed in short order by a change in 
policy in all the other banks in Wash
ington. It is highly improper to have an 
interest rate practice which penalizes 



1963 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 11173. 
those consumers who· most need the bor
rowing facilities of a bank. 

I commend the oftlcers and directors of 
the District of Columbia National Bank 
for their foresight in demonstrating that 
proper banking practices in our com
munity can be perfectly consistent with 
fulfilling proper responsibilities of good 
citizenship. 

Approximately 4 weeks ago I addressed 
a letter to Mr. Walter Tobriner, Commis
sioner of the District of Columbia, ask
ing why many banks and department 
stores in Washington, D.C., were openly 
and regularly charging an annual rate of 
interest on credit transactions of 12 to 
18 percent, when the District of Colum
bia usury law permits only a maximum 
rate of 8 percent per year. This matter 
was referred by the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia to the Corpora
tion Counsel for study and a reply. 

Over a week ago, having received no 
reply from the Corporation Counsel, I 
publicly, on the floor of the Senate, asked 
the Corporation Counsel for a reply to 
my inquiry. 

I still have not heard from the Cor
poration Counsel of the District of Co
lumbia, so once again I publicly request 
that the Corporation Counsel explain 
why so many banks and department 
stores have been permitted for so many 
years to charge a 12- to 18-percent rate 
on personal loans and installment credit, 
when the District of Columbia usury 
law does not permit an interest rate in 
excess of 8 percent per annum to be 
charged. The Corporation Counsel has 
had all the time in the world to study 
this matter. 

Is he stalling? Does he hope to wear 
me out by his refusal to answer? I 
serve notice on him that I shall not stop 
in this battle, and that until he answers. 
I shall periodically bring this matter up 
on the :floor of the Senate and demand 
that he answer, one way or the other. 

The citizens of the District of Colum
bia, and particularly those who regularly 
borrow from commercial banks and buy 
on department store revolving credit 
accounts, have a right to know whether 
or not they are being overcharged for the 
credit that they are using. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re
quest of the Senator from Dlinois? 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered .to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
DISTRICT OJ' COLUMBIA NATIONAL BANK, 

Washington, D.O., June 13, 1963. 
Hon. PAUL H. DouGLAS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAB SENATOR: We were pleased to learn 
of your discussion with the chairman of our 
executive committee, Dr. Max M. Kampel
man, who shared with us your concern with 
respect to the interest rate structure govern
ing consumer loans within the District of 
Columbia. It is indeed my pleasure to re
affirm in writing that the District of Colum
bia National Bank, by order of its board of 
directors, has resolved to establish maximum 
interest rates and finance charges for" all 
consumer loans within the permissible 8 
percent level on unpaid balances established 
by title 28, section 2702 of the District of 
Columbia. Code. 

We are aware of the legal dliferences of 
opinion as to the application of the statute 

to the practices that have become universal 
for financial institutions in the consumer 
loan fteld. The well-established add-on or 
discount features of consumer loans, to
gether with the finance charges that have 
habitually attached to those loans in order 
to cover additional expenses to the bank in 
administering them, have in reality resulted 
in costs to the consumer substantially higher 
than the equivalent 8 percent interest pro
vided by statute. This practice was !urther 
encouraged by the FHA home improvement 
loan procedures established by the Federal 
Government. Whatever the technical read
ing of the statute may produce, however, the 
District of Columbia National Bank desires 
that its practices be consistent with the spirit 
of the antiusury statute. 

Our bank is today the newest bank doing 
business in the District of Columbia and 
the first to receive a charter here in more 
than 29 years. We opened our doors on Oc
tober 3, 1962. Our policy of providing in
terest rates for consumer loans that are 
lower than those prevailing in the com
munity may result in momentary reduced 
earnings to the bank. We believe, however, 
that this service to the consumer will in the 
long run prove beneficial to us and enlarge 
the respect with which banks are regarded 
in our community. 

I have been authorized by our bank's board 
of directors to commend you for your efforts. 
I am particularly pleased to do so as a re
cent resident in this area after a lifetime 
career in banking in your own city of 
Chicago. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM F. COLLINS, 

Executive Vice President. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION
COSPONSORS 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
earlier today, at the time when the 
majority leader introduced the adminis
tration's civil-rights bill, I announced 
that the distinguished Senator from 
California [Mr. KucHELl and I had 
undertaken to add as cosponsors a bi
partisan group. This had been cleared 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MANsFIELD], the majority 
leader. 

I now announce the cosponsors, with 
Senator MANSFIELD, of the so-called 
package civil-rights bill, the adminis
tration's bill. The list will read as fol
lows-and I ask that their names be 
printed on the bill: Senators HUMPHREY, 
KUCHEL, MORSE, KEATING, DOUGLAS, 
SCOTT, SYMINGTON, BEALL, CLARK, FoNG, 
HART, JAVITS, YouNG of Ohio, CAsE, 
Donn, and COOPER. 

I also ask that the names of the fol
lowing Senators be added as cosponsors; 
they are Senators who were contacted 
prior to the introduction of the bill, and 
were very instrumental in helping us 
bring about ·bipartisan cooperation
and at this moment I should point out 

It is my understanding that this 
means there are presently 42 Senators
the sponsor and 41 cosponsors-who are · 
sponsors of the administration's pro
posal; and I have reason to believe that 
tomorrow there will be several more, so 
that by Monday of next week we should 
have a majority-and better than a 
majority-of the Members of the Senate 
as cosponsors. 

Again I wish to pay my respects to the 
Senator from California [Mr. KucHELl, 
who has been most cooperative in con
nection with this matter, and, of course, 
also to the majority leader [Mr. MANS
FIELD], who permitted us to .join with 
him as cosponsors. 

I have made this announcement be
cause the 16 Senators I named first were 
the ones who had joined originally as co
sponsors; and the others have joined us 
today-for which we are most grateful. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. JA VITS. I am grateful to the 

Senator from Minnesota for his an
nouncement, which puts the matter into 
focus and is most helpful in connection 
with the bipartisan cooperation which 
will bring about the desired result. 

I may state that the announcement 
applies to both the so-called package 
bill introduced by the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], and the 
public-accommodations bill introduced 
by the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MANSFIELD], for himself and the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I was asked 
to have the same list, in the same order, 
included for the so-called public-accom
modations bUl introduced by the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], for 
himself and the Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. MAGNUSON]. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Minnesota will yield again, 
let me pay my respects for the magnifi
cent job done in connection with the first 
step of putting a solid platform under 
this great effort, which has been partici
pated in so effectively by the distin
guished deputy majority leader, the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY], and the distinguished deputy 
minority leader, the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. KUCHEL]. I am deeply 
gratified; and it is one of the finest jobs 
I have seen done in this bipartisan area, 
in which I, myself, have been active SO
long. I think I know a good job when 
I see one; and this was extremely well 
done. So I thank the Senator. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen
ator from New York. 

that other Senators, on both sides of ORDER OF BUSINESS 
the aisle, will join in sponsoring the bill; 
and it will be recalled that the majority Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
leader asked that the bill be held at the suggest the absence of a quorum. 
desk until Monday, for additional co- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
sponsors: Senators BAYH, BREWSTER, . clerk will call the roll. 
BURDICK, ENGLE, GRUENING, HARTKE, The legislative clerk proceeded to Call 
INOUYE, J ACK.SON, KENNEDY, LoNG of the roll. 
Missouri, MAGNUSON, MQCARTHY, Me- Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
GOVERN, MciNTYRE, McNAMARA, METCALF, ask unanimous consent that the order 
MUSKIE, NELSON, NEUBERGER, PASTORE, for the quorum Call · be rescinded. 
PELL, PRoxMIRE, RANDOLPH, RIBICOFF, and The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
WILLIAMS of New Jersey. objection, it is so ordered. 
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 

should like to ask the acting majority 
leader about the schedule for the re
mainder of the· week and, if possible
if he knows-about what will obtain dur
ing the following week. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is our plan to 
take up, tomorrow, Calendar No. 216, 
Senate bill 684, to clarify certain provi
sions of the Interstate Commerce Act. 
If there are to be any yea-and-nay votes 
or if amendments which necessitate yea
and-nay votes are offered, we shall put 
off the yea-and-nay votes until next 
Monday. However, we shall attempt to 
complete all other legislative action on 
that bill by Thursday, tomorrow-but 
if we are unable to do so, we shall have 
to meet on Friday-with the exception 
of legislative action by means of yea
and-nay votes. In other words, in con
nection with Calendar No. 216, Senate 
bill 684, on tomorrow we shall try to take 
:final action on all matters which do not 
require yea-and-nay votes; but if we 
are unable to do so, we shall have to 
have a session on Friday. However, I 
do not think we shall have to face that 
possibility. On Monday, we shall have 
the yea-and-nay votes, if such are re
quired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the acting majority leader yield further? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Is it the plan, then, 

to go from Thursday to Monday? 
Mr.HUMPHREY. Yes. 
When we complete our business_ today, 

I shall move that the Senate adjourn 
until noon, tomorrow. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
NOON, TOMORROW 

Mr. HUMPHREY. ·Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until tomorrow, at noon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. HUMPHREY. From Thursday, 

we shall go over until Monday, if on 
Thursday we :finish all but the yea-and
nay votes-if any there be--on Calendar 
No. 216, Senate bill 684. 

In response to the question asked by 
the minority leader, I may say that we 
hope to take up, next week, the Export
Import Bank bill. It has recently been 
reported, and is on the calendar. 

There is also the possibility that we 
shall take up Calendar No. 230, Senate 
bill 1163, to amend certain provisions of 
the Area Redevelopment Act. 

These are the two key measures which 
we would hope to dispose of next week. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I understood the lat
ter measure was set for Tuesday. 
-- Mr. HUMPHREY. We have tenta
tively set the area redevelopment bill 
for Tuesday. That is subject to change; 
and we shall know by tomorrow. 
· ' Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if 

there is no further business .to come be
fore the Senate, I move that the Senate 
stand in adjournment, under the order 
previously entered, until tomorrow, at 
12 o'clock noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 7 
o'clock and 9 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned, under the order previously 
entered, until tomorrow, Thursday, June 
20, 1963, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate June 17, 1963: 
POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 

Sidney W. Bishop, of California, to be 
Deputy Postmaster General, vice H. W. 
Brawley. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE Am FORCE 
Alexander Henry Flax, of New York, to be 

an Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, vice 
Brockway McMillan. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate June 19, 1963: 
IN THE PuBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The nominations beginning Michael Cane
lis to be senior surgeon. and ending Ber
nard W. Dahl to be assistant sanitary engi
neer, which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on June 4, 1963; and 

The nominations beginning Alfred S. Nel
son to be senior surgeon, and ending Richard 
A. Mackey to be senior assistant health serv
ices officer, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD on June 4, 1963; and 

The nominations beginning Alice M. Wa• 
terhouse to be medical director, and ending 
Heber J. R. Stevenson to be senior health 
service officer, which nominations were re
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on June 11, 1963. 

•• ..... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 19, 1963 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain,Rev.Bemard Braskamp, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
I Thessalonians 3: 12: The Lord make 

you to increase and abound in love one 
toward another and toward all men. 

Most merciful and gracious God, give 
us this day a clear insight into what is 
worthwhile and a scale of moral values 
that we can carry into the tasks and 
struggles of each new day. 

Make us more sensitive and responsive 
to our high calling to respect and rever
ence human personality and advance its 
welfare. 

Grant that we may give to all the 
members of the human family an equal 
opportunity and chance to develop their 
inborn capacities to the utmost. 

May we have broad horizons that will 
link our life with the whole social order, 
made up not only of the life of our fel
low men around us but also of those who 
have lived before us and those yet un
born. 

. Show us how we may release our minds 
from every trace of suspicion, prejudice, 
race-hatred, and from all those animosi
ties which destroy happiness and impede 
the world's progress : toward a nobler 
civilization. · 

In Christ's name we offer our prayer. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Ratchford, 
one of his secretaries, who also informed 
the House that on June 13, 1963, the 
President approved and signed bills of 
the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 249. An act to amend section 632 of 
title 38, United States Code, to provide for 
an extension of the program of grants-in
aid to the Republic of the Philippines for 
the hospitalization of certain veterans; and 

H.R. 5366. An act making appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart
ments, the Executive Office of the President, 
and certain independent agencies for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, and for 
other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF DE
FENSE APPROPRIATION BILL 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent tliat the Committee 
on Appropriations may have until mid
night Friday,· Juhe 21, to· :file a privileged 
report on the bill making appropriations 
for the Department of Defense for the 
:fiscal year ending June· 30, 1964. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 
· There was no objection. 

Mr. FORD reserved all points of order 
on the bill. 

CIVIL RIGHTS AND JOB OPPORTU
NITmS-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES <H. DOC. NO. 124) 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following message from the Presi
dent of the United States; which was 
read, and, together with the accompany
ing papers, referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary and ordered to be 
printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Last week I addressed to the Ameri

can people an appeal to conscience-a 
request for their cooperation in meet
ing the growing moral crisis in American 
race relations. I warned of "a rising 
tide of discontent that threatens the 
public safety" in many parts of the coun
try. I emphasized that "the events in 
Birmingham and elsewhere have so in
creased the cries for equality that no 
city or State or legislative body can pru
dently choose to ignore them.'~ "It is a 
time to act," I said, "in the Congress, in 
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State and local legislative bodies, and, 
above all, in all of our daily lives." 

In the days that have followed, the 
predictions of increased violence have 
been tragically borne out. The "fires of 
frustration and discord" have burned 
hotter than ever. 

At the same time, the response of the 
American people to this appeal to their 
principles and obligations has been re
assuring. Private progress-by mer
chants and unions and local organiza
tions-has been marked, if not uniform, 
in many areas. Many doors long closed 
to Negroes, North and South, have been 
opened. Local biracial committees, un
der private and public sponsorship, have 
mushroomed. The mayors of our ma
jor cities, whom I earlier addressed, 
have pledged renewed action. But per
sisting inequalities and tensions make it 
clear that Federal action must lead the 
way, providing both the Nation's stand
ard and a nationwide solution. In short. 
the time has come for the Congress of 
the United States to join with the execu
tive and judicial branches in making it 
clear to all that race has no place in 
American life or law. 

On February 28, I sent to the Con
gress a message urging the enactment 
this year of three important pieces of 
civil rights legislation: 

1. Voting: Legislation to assure the 
availability to all of a basic and power
ful right-the right to vote in a free 
American election-by providing for the 
appointment of temporary Federal vot
ing referees while voting suits are pro
ceeding in areas of demonstrated need; 
by .giving such suits preferential and ex
pedited treatment in the Federal courts; 
by prohibiting in Federal elections the 
application of different tests and stand
ards to different voter applicants; and by 
providing that, in voting suits pertain
ing to such elections, the completion of 
the sixth grade by any applicant creates 
a presumption that he is literate. Armed 
with the full and equal right to vote, our 
Negro citizens can help win other rights 
through political channels not now open 
to them in many areas. 

2. Civil Rights Commission: Legisla
tion to renew and expand the authority 
of the Commission on Civil Rights, en
abling it to serve as a national civil 
rights clearinghouse offering informa
tion, advice, and technical assistance to 
any public or private agency that so 
requests. 

3. School desegregation: Legislation to 
provide Federal technical and financial 
assistance to aid school districts in the 
process of desegregation in compliance 
with the Constitution. 

Other measures introduced in the 
Congress have also received the support 
of this administration, including those 
aimed at assuring equal employment 
opportunity. 

Although these recommendations were 
transmitted to the Congress some time 
ago, neither House has yet had an oppor
tunity to vote on any of these essential 
measures. The Negro's drive for justice, 
however, has not stood still-nor wlll it, 
it is now clear, until full equality is 
achieved. The growing and understand
able dissatisfaction of Negro citizens with 

the present pace of desegregation, and 
their increased determination to secure 
for themselves the equality of opportu
nity and treatment to which they are 
rightfully entitled, have underscored 
what should already have been clear: 
the necessity of the Congress enacting 
this year-not only the measures already 
proposed-but also additional legislation 
providing legal remedies for the denial 
of certain individual rights. 

The venerable code of equity law com
mands "for every wrong, a remedy." 
But in too many communities, in too 
many parts of the country, wrongs are 
inflicted on Negro citizens for which no 
effective remedy at law is clearly and 
readily available. State and local laws 
may even affirmatively seek to deny the 
rights to which these citizens are fairly 
entitled-and this can result only in a 
decreased respect for the law and in':' 
creased violations of the law. 

In the continued absence of congres
sional action, too many State and local 
officials as well as businessmen will re
main unwilling to accord these rights 
to all citizens. Some local courts and 
local merchants may well claim to be 
uncertain of the law, while those mer
chants who do recognize the justice of 
the Negro's request-and I believe these 
constitute the great majority of mer
chants, North and South-will be fearful 
of being the first to move, in the face 
of official, customer, employee, or com
petitive pressures. Negroes, conse
quently, can be expected to continue in
creasingly to seek the vindication of 
these rights through organized direct 
action, with all its potentially explosive 
consequences, such as we have seen in 
Birmingham, in Philadelphia, in Jack
son, in Boston, in Cambridge, Md., and 
in many other parts of the country. 

In short, the result of continued Fed
eral legislative inaction will be con
tinued, if not increased, racial strife
causing the leadership on both sides to 
pass from the hands of reasonable and 
responsible men to the purveyors of hate 
and violence, endangering domestic 
tranquillity, retarding our Nation's eco
nomic and social progress, and weaken
ing the respect with which the rest of 
the world regards us. No American, I 
feel sure, would prefer this course of 
tension, disorder, and division-and the 
great majority of our citizens simply 
cannot accept it. 

For these reasons, I am proposing that 
the Congress stay in session this year 
until it has enacted-preferably as a 
single omnibus bill-the most respon
sible, reasonable and urgently needed so
lutions to this problem, solutions which 
should be acceptable to all fair-minded 
men. This bill would be known as the 
Civil Rights Act of 1963, and would in
clude-in addition to the aforementioned 
provisions on voting rights and the Civil 
Rights Commission-additional titles on 
public accommodations, employment, 
federally assisted programs, a commu
nity relations service, and education, 
with the latter including my previous 
recommendation on this subject. In ad
dition, I am requesting certain legislative 
and budget amendments designed to 
improve the training, skills and economic 
opportunities of the economically dis-

tressed and discontented, white and Ne
gro alike. Certain executive actions are 
also reviewed here; but legislative action 
is imperative. 

I. EQUAL ACCOMMODATIONS IN PUBLIC 
FACILITIES 

Events of recent weeks have again un
derlined how deeply our Negro citizens 
resent the injustice of being arbitrarily 
denied equal access to those facilities and 
accommodations which are otherwise 
open to the general public. That is a 
daily insult which has no place in a 
country proud of its heritage-the heri
tage of the melting-pot, of equal rights, 
of one nation and one people. No one 
has been barred on account of his race 
from· fighting or dying for America
there are no "white" or ''colored" signs 
on the foxholes or graveyards of battle. 
Surely, in 1963, 100 years after emanci
pation, it should not be necessary for any 
American citizen to demonstrate in the 
streets for the opportunity to stop at a 
hotel, or to eat at a lunch counter in the 
very department store in which he is 
shopping, or to enter a motion picture 
house, on the same terms as any other 
customer. As I stated in my message to 
the Congress of February 28, "no action 
is more contrary to the spirit of our de
mocracy and Constitution-or more 
rightfully resented by a Negro citizen 
who seeks only equal treatment-than 
the barring of that citizen from restau
rants, hotels, theaters, recreational areas 
and other public accommodations and 
facilities." 

The U.S. Government has taken action 
through the courts and by other means 
to protect those who are peacefully 
demonstrating to obtain access to these 
public facilities; and it has taken action 
to bring an end to discrimination in rail, 
bus, and airline terminals, to open up 
restaurants and other public facilities 
in all buildings leased as well as owned 
by the Federal Government, and to as
sure full equality of access to all feder
ally owned parks, forests, and other 
recreational areas. When uncontrolled 
mob action directly threatened the non
discriminatory use of transportation 
facilities in May 1961, Federal marshals 
were employed to restore order and pre
vent potentially widespread personal and 
property damage. Growing nationwide 
concern with this problem, however, 
makes it clear that further Federal ac
tion is needed now to secure the right 
of all citizens to the full enjoyment of 
all facilities which are open to the 
general public. 

Such legislation is clearly consistent 
with the Constitution and with our con
cepts of both human rights and property 
rights. The argument that such meas
ures constitute an unconstitutional in
terference with property rights has con
sistently been rejected by the courts in 
upholding laws on zoning, collective bar
gaining, minimum wages, smoke control, 
and countless other measures designed 
to make certain that the use of private 
property is consistent with the public 
interest. While the legal situations are 
not parallel, it is interesting to note that 
Abraham Lincoln, in issuing the Eman
cipation Proclamation 100 y~ars ago, was 
also accused of violating the property 
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rights of slaveowners. Indeed, there is 
an age-old saying that "property has its 
duties as well as its rights"; and no prop
erty owner who holds those premises for 
the purpose of serving at a profit the 
American public at large can claim any 
inherent right to exclude a part of that 
public on grounds of race or color. Just 
as the law requires common carriers to 
serve equally all who wish their services, 
so it can require public accommodations 
to accommodate equally all segments of 
the general public. Both human rights 
and property rights are foundations of 
our society-and both will flourish as the 
result of this measure. 

In a society which is increasingly mo
bile and in an economy which is increas
ingly interdependent, business establish
ments which serve the public-such as 
hotels, restaurants, theaters, stores, and 
others-serve not only the members of 
their immediate communities but travel
ers from other States and visitors from 
abroad. Their goods come from all over 
the Nation. This participation in the 
flow of interstate commerce has given 
these business establishments both in
creased prosperity and an increased re
sponsibility to provide equal access and 
service to all citizens. 

Some 30 States/ the District of Colum
bia and numerous cities-covering some 
two-thirds of this country and well over 
two-thirds of its people-have already 
enacted laws of varying effectiveness 
against discrimination in places of pub
lic accommodation, many of them in re
sponse to the recommendation of Presi
dent Truman's Committee on Civil 
Rights in 1947. But while their efforts 
indicate that legislation in this area is 
not extraordinary, the failure of more 
States to take effective action makes it 
clear that Federal legislation is neces
sary. The State and local approach has 
been tried. The voluntary approach has 
been tried. But these approaches are in
sumcient to prevent the free flow of com
merce from being arbitrarily and inem
ciently restrained and distorted by 
discrimination in such establishments. 

Clearly the Federal Government has 
both the power and the obligation to 
eliminate these discriminatory practices: 
First, because they adversely affect the 
national economy and the fiow of inter
state commerce; and secondly, because 
Congress has been specifically empowered 
under the 14th amendment to enact leg
islation making certain that no State 
law permits . or sanctions the unequal 
protection or treatment of any of its citi
zens. 

There have been increasing public 
demonstrations of resentment directed 
against this kind of discrimination
demonstrations which too often breed 

1 Alaska, California, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Min
nesota, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North 
Dakota, Ohio, · Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, South Dakota, Vermont, Washing
ton, Wisconsin, Wyoming. . Cities with pub
lic accommoctatiO:Q.S ord~nances Which are 
outside 'the above States tnclude Washing
ton, D.C., Wilmington, Del.~ Louisville, Ky., 
El Paso,. -Tex:, Kansas City, Mo.-, and St. 
l,.ouis, Md. 

tension and violence. Only the Federal 
Government, it is clear, can mate these 
demonstrations unnecessary by providing 
peaceful remedies for the grievances 
which set them off. 

For these reasons, I am today propos
ing, as part of the Civil Rights Act of 
1963, a provision to guarantee all citizens 
equal access to the services and facil
ities of hotels, restaurants, places of 
amusement, and retail establishments. 

This seems to me to be an elementary 
right. Its denial is an arbitrary indig
nity that no American in 1963 should 
have to endure. The proposal would 
give the person aggrieved the right to 
obtain a court order against the offend
ing establishment or persons. Upon re
ceiving a complaint in a case ·sufficiently 
important to warrant his conclusion that 
a suit would materially further the pur
poses of the act, the Attorney General
if he finds that the aggrieved party is 
unable to undertake or otherwise arrange 
for a suit on his own <for lack of financial 
means or effective representation, or !or 
fear of economic or other injury) -will 
first refer the case for voluntary settle
ment to the Community Relations Serv
ice described below, give the establish
ment involved time to correct its 
practices, permit State and local equal 
access laws <if any) to operate first, and 
then, and only then, initiate a suit for 
compliance. In short, to the extent that 
these unconscionable practices can be 
corrected by the individual owners, local
ities and States <and recent experience 
demonstrates how effectively and un
eventfully this can be done> , the Federal 
Government has no desire to intervene. 

But an explosive national problem 
cannot await city-by-city solutions; and 
those who loudly abhor Federal action 
only invite it if they neglect or evade 
their own obligations. 

This provision will open doors in every 
part of the country which never should 
have been closed. Its enactment will 
hasten the end to practices which have 
no place in a free and united nation, and 
thus help move this potentially danger
ous problem from the streets to the 
courts. 

II. DESEGREGATION OF . SCHOOLS 

In my message of February 28, while 
commending the progress already made 
in achieving desegregation of education 
at all levels as required by the Constitu
tion, I was compelled to point out the 
slowness of progress toward primary and 
secondary school desegregation. The 
Supreme Court has recently voiced the 
same opinion. Many Negro children 
entering segregated grade schools at the 
time of the Supreme Court decision in 
1954 will enter segregated high schools 
this year, having suffered a loss which 
can never be regained. Indeed, discrim
ination in education is one basic cause of 
the other inequities and hardships in
ftieted upon our Negro citizens. The 
lack of equal educational opportunity 
deprives the individual of equal economic 
opportunity, restricts his contribution as 
a citizen and com.m._unity Jeader, encour
ages him to drop out ot school and im
poses a heavy burden on the effort tQ 
eliminate discriminatory · practices and 
prejuctices from our· national life. 

The · Federal courts, · pursuant to the 
1954 decision of the U.S. Supreme Court . 
and earlier decisions on institutions of 
higher learning, have shown both com
petence nnd co1,1rage in directing the de
segregation of schools on the local level. 
It is appropriate to keep this responsi
bility largely within the judicial arena. 
But it is unfair and unrealistic to ex
pect that the burden of initiating such 
cases can be wholly borne by private 
litigants. Too often those entitled to 
bring suit on behalf of their children lack 
the economic means for instituting and 
maintaining such cases or the ability to 
withstand the personal, physical and eco
nomic harassment which sometimes de
sce~ds upon those who do institute them. 
The same is true of students wishing to 
att.end the college of their choice but 
uneble to assume the burden of litigation. 

These difficulties are among the princi
pal reasons for the delay in carrying out 
the 1954 decision; and this delay cannot 
be justified to those who have been hurt 
as a result. Rights such as these, as the 
Supreme Court recently said, are "present 
l'ights. They are not merely hopes to 
some future enjoyment of some formal
istic constitutional promise. The basic 
guarantees of our Constitution are war
rants for the here and now.'' 

In order to achieve a more orderly and 
consistent compliance with the Supreme 
Court's school and college desegregation 
decisions, therefore, I recommend that 
the Congress assert its specific constitu
tional authority to implement the 14th 
amendment by including in the Civil 
Rights Act of 1963 a new title providing 
the following: · 

(A) Authority would be given the At
torney General to initiate in the Federal 
district courts appropdate legal proceed
ings against local public school boards 
or public institutions of higher learn
ing--or to intervene in existing cases
whenever 

(1) he has received a written com
plaint from studentS or from the parents 
of students who are being denied equal 
protection of the laws by a segregated 
public school or college; and 

<2) he certifies that such persons are 
unable to undertake or otherwise arrange 
for the initiation and maintenance of 
such legal proc·eedings for lack of finan
cial means or effective legal representa
tion or tor fear of economic or other in
jury; and 

(3) he determines that his initiation of 
or intervention in such suit will ma
terially further the orderly progress of 
desegregation in public education. For 
this purpose, the Attorney General 
would establish criteria to determine the 
priority and relative need for Federal ac
tion in those districts from which com
plaints have been filed. 

(B) As previously recommended, tech
nical and financial assistance would be 
given to those school districts in all 
parts of the country which, voluntarily 
or as the result of litigation, are en
gaged in the process of meeting the edu
cational problems ftowing from desegre
gation or racial imbalance but which 
are in, need of guidance, experienced 
help or financial assistance in order to 
train their personnel for this changeover, 
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cope with new difficulties and complete 
the job satisfactorily <including in such 
assistance loans to a district where State 
or local funds have been withdrawn or 
withheld because of desegregation). 

Public institutions already operating 
without racial discrimination, of course, 
will not be affected by this statute. Lo
cal action · can always make Federal ac
tion unnecessary. Many school boards 
have peacefully and voluntarily de
segregated in recent years. And while 
this act does not include private col
leges and schools, I strongly urge them 
to live up to their responsibilities and to 
recognize no arbitrary bar of race or 
color-for such bars have no place in 
any institution, least of all one devoted 
to the truth and to the improvement of 
all mankind. 

UI. FAIR AND FULL EMPLOYMENT 

Unemployment falls with special 
cruelty on minority groups. The unem
ployment rate of Negro workers is more 
than twice as high as that of the work
ing force as a whole. In many of our 
larger cities, both North and South, the 
number of jobless Negro youth--often 
20 percent or more-creates an atmos
phere of frustration, resentment and un
rest which does not bode well for the 
future. Delinquency, vandalism, gang 
warfare, disease, slums and the high cost 
of public welfare and crime are all direct
ly related to unemployment among 
whites and Negroes alike-and recent 
labor difficulties in Philadelphia may well 
be only the beginning if more jobs are 
not found in the larger Northern cities 
in particular. 

Employment opportunities, moreover, 
play a major role in determining wheth
er the rights described above are mean
ingful. There is little value in a Negro's 
obtaining the right to be admitted to 
hotels and restaurants if he has no cash 
in his pocket and no job. 

Relief of Negro unemployment requires 
progress in three major areas: 

(1) More jobs must be created through 
greater economic growth: The Negro
too often unskilled, too often the first to 
be fired and the last to be hired-is a 
primary victim of recessions, depressed 
areas and unused industrial capacity. 
Negro unemployment will not be notice
ably diminished in this country until the 
total demand for labor is effectively in
creased and the whole economy is headed 
toward a level of full employment. When 
our economy operates below capacity, 
Negroes are more severely affected than 
other groups. Conversely, return to full 
employment yields particular benefits to 
the Negro. Recent studies have shown 
that for every 1 percentage point decline 
in the general unemployment rate there 
tends to be a 2-percentage point reduc
tion in Negro unemployment. 

Prompt and substantial tax reduction 
is a key to achieving the full employment 
we need. The promise of the area re
development program-which harnesses 
local initiative toward the solution of 
deep-seated economic distress-must not 
be stified for want of sufficient authori
zation or adequate financing. The ac
celerated public works program is now 
gaining momentum; States, cities, and 
local communities should press ahead 

with the projects financed by this meas'" 
ure. In addition, I have instructed the 
Departments of Labor, Commerce, and 
Health, Education, and Welfare to ex
amine how their programs for the relief 
of unemployment and economic hard
ship ·can be still more intensively focused 
on those areas of hard-core, long-term 
unemployment, among both white and 
nonwhite workers. Our concern with 
civil rights must not cause any diversion 
or dilution of our efforts for economic 
progress--for without such progress the 
Negro's hopes will remain unfulfilled. 

(2) More education and training to 
raise the level of skills : A distressing 
number of unemployed Negroes are il
literate and unskilled, refugees from 
farm automation, unable to do simple 
computations or even to read a help
wanted advertisement. Too many are 
equipped to work only in those occupa
tions where technology and other 
changes have reduced the need for man
power-as farm labor or manual labor, in 
mining or construction. Too many have 
attended segregated schools that were so 
lacking in adequate funds and faculty 
as to be unable to produce qualified job 
applicants. And too many who have 
attended nonsegregated schools dropped 
out for lack of incentive, guidance, or 
progress. The unemployment rate for 
those adults with less than 5 years of 
schooling is around 10 percent; it has 
consistently been double the prevailing 
rate for high school graduates; and stud
ies of public welfare recipients show a 
shockingly high proportion of parents 
with less than a primary school educa
tion. 

Although the proportion of Negroes 
without adequate education and train
ing is far higher than the proportion 
of whites, none of these problems is re
stricted to Negroes alone. This Nation 
is in critical need of a massive upgrad
ing in its education and training effort 
for all citizens. In an age of rapidly 
changing technology, that effort today 
is failing millions of our youth. It is 
especially failing Negro youth in segre
gated schools and crowded slums. If 
we are ever to lift them from the morass 
of social and economic degradation, it 
will be through the strengthening of 
our education and training services--by 
improving the quality of instruction; by 
enabling our schools to cope with rapid
ly expanding enrollments; and by in
creasing opportunities and incentives 
for all individuals to complete their ed
ucation and to continue their self
development during adulthood. · 

I have therefore requested of the Con
gress and request again today the en
actment of legislation to assist educa
tion at every level from grade school 
through graduate school. 

I have also requested the enactment · 
of several measures which provide, by 
various means and for various age and 
educational groups, expanded job train;. 
ing and job experience. Today, in the 
new and more urgent context of this 
message, I wish to renew my request for 
these measures, to expand their prospec
tive operation and to supplement them 
with additional provisions. The addi
tional $400 million which will be re
quired beyond that contained in the Jan-

uary budget is more than offset by the 
various budget reductions which I have 
already sent to the Congress in the last 
4 months. Studies show, moreover, that 
the loss of 1 year's income· due to 
unemployment is more than the total 
cost of 12 years of education through 
high school; and, when welfare and oth
er social costs are added, it is clear that 
failure to take these steps will cost us 
far more than their enactment. There 
is no more profitable investment than 
education, and no greater waste than 
ill-trained youth. 

Specifically, I now propose : 
(A) That additional funds be provided 

to broaden the manpower development 
and training program, and that the act 
be amended, not only to increase the 
authorization ceiling and to postpone the 
effective date of State matching require
ments, but also <in keeping with the 
recommendations of the President's 
Committee on Youth Employment) to 
lower the age for training allowances 
from 19 to 16, to allocate funds for liter
acy training, and to permit the payment 
of a higher proportion of the program's 
training allowances to out-of-school 
youths, with provisions to assure that no 
one drops out of school to take advantage 
of this program; 

(B) That additional funds be provided 
to finance the pending youth employ
ment bill, which is designed to channel 
the energies of out-of-school, out-of
work youth into the constructive outlet 
offered by hometown improvement 
projects and conservation work; 

(C) That the pending vocational edu
cation amendments; which would greatly 
update and expand this program of 
teaching job sk1lls to those in school, be 
strengthened by the appropriation of ad
ditional funds, with some of the added 
money earmarked for those areas with 
a high incidence of school dropouts and 
youth unemployment, and by the addi
tion of a new program of demonstration 
youth training projects to be conducted 
in these areas; 

(D) That the vocational education 
program be further amended to provide 
a work-study program for youth of high 
school age, with Federal funds helping 
their school or other local public agency 
employ them part time in order to enable 
and encourage them to complete their 
training; 

(E) That the ceiling be raised on the 
adult basic education provisions in the 
pending education program, in order to 
help the States teach the fundamental 
tools of literaey and learning to cul
turally deprived adults. More than 22 
million Americans in all parts of the 
country have less than 8 years of school
ing; and 

(F) That the public welfare work
.relief and training program, which .the 
Congress added last year, be amended to 
provide Federal financing of the super
vision and equipment costs, and more 
Federal demonstration and training 
projects, thus encouraging State and 
local welfare agencies to put employable 
but unemployed welfare recipients to 
work on local projects which do not dis
place other workers. 

To make the above recommendations 
effective, I call upon more States to 
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adopt enabling legislation covering un
employed fathers under the aid-to
dependent children program, thereby 
gaining their services for work-relief 
jobs, and to move ahead more vigorously 
in implementing the manpower develop
ment and training program. I am ask
ing the Secretaries of Labor and Health, 
Education, and Welfare to make use of 
their authority to deal direct1y with com
munities and vocational schools when
ever State cooperation or progress is in
sufficient, particularly in those areas 
where youth unemployment is too high. 
Above all, I urge the Congress to enact 
all of these measures with alacrity and 
foresight. 

For even the complete elimination of 
racial discrimination in employment-a 
goal toward which this Nation must 
strive <as discussed below>-will not put 
a single unemployed Negro to work un
less he has the skills required and unless 
more jobs have been created-and thus 
the passage of the legislation described 
above <under both sections <1) and <2) ) 
is essential if the objectives of this mes
sage are to be met. 

(3) Finally racial discrimination in 
employment must be eliminated: Denial 
of the right to work is unfair, regardless 
of its victim. It is doubly unfair to 
throw its burden on an individual be
cause of his race or color. Men who 
served side by side with each other on 
the field of battle should have no diffi
culty working side by side on an assem
bly line or construction project. 

Therefore, to combat this evil in all 
parts of the country, 

(A) The Committee on Equal Em
ployment Opportunity, under the chair
manship of the Vice President, should be 
given a permanent statutory basis, as
suring it of adequate financing and en
forcement procedures. That Committee 
is now stepping up its efforts to remove 
racial barriers in the hiring practices of 
Federal departments, agencies, and Fed
eral contractors, covering a total of some 
20 million employees and the Nation's 
major employers. I have requested a 

' company-by-company, plant-by-plant, 
union-by-union report to assure the im
plementation of this policy. 

(B) I will shortly issue an Executive 
order extending the authority of the 
Committee on Equal Employment Op
portunity to include the construction of 
buildings and other facilities undertaken 
wholly or in part as a result of Federal 
grant-in-aid programs. 

(C) I have directed that all Federal 
construction programs be reviewed to 
prevent any racial discrimination in hir
ing practices, either directly in the re
jection of presently available qualified 
Negro workers or indirectly by the ex
clusion of Negro applicants for appren
ticeship training. 

(D) I have directed the Secretary of 
Labor, in the conduct of his duties under 
the Federal Apprenticeship Act and 
Executive Order No. 10925, to require 
that the admission of young workers to 
apprenticeship programs be on a com
pletely nondiscriminatory basis. 

<E> I have directed the Secretary of 
Labor to make certain that the job coun
seling and placement responsibilities of 

the Federal-State Employment Service 
are carried out on a nondiscriminatory 
basis, and to help assure that full and 
equal employment opportunity is pro
vided all qualified Negro applicants. The 
selection and referral of applicants for 
employment and for training opportuni
ties, and the administration of the em
ployment offices' other services and fa
cilities, must be carried on without 
regard to race or color. This will be of 
special importance to Negroes graduat
ing from high school or college this 
month. 

(F) The Department of Justice has 
intervened in a case now pending before 
the NLRB involving charges of racial 
discrimination on the part of certain 
union locals. 

(G) As a part of its new policy on 
Federal employee organizations, this 
Government will recognize only those 
that do not discriminate on grounds of 
race or color. 

(H) I have called upon the leaders of 
organized labor to end discrimination in 
their membership policies; and some 118 
unions, representing 85 percent of the 
AFL-CIO membership, have signed non
discrimination agreements with the 
Committee on Equal Employment Oppor
tunity. More are expected. 

(I) Finally, I renew my support of 
pending Federal fair employment prac
tices legislation, applicable to both em
ployers and unions. Approximately 
two-thirds of the Nation's labor force is 
already covered by Federal, State, and 
local equal employment opportunity 
measures--including those employed in 
the 22 States and numerous cities which 
have enacted such laws as well as those 
paid directly or indirectly by Federal 
funds. But, as the Secretary of Labor 
testified in January 1962, Federal legisla
tion is desirable, for it would help set a 
standard for all the Nation and close 
existing gaps. 

This problem of unequal job opportu
nity must not be allowed to grow, as the 
result of either recession or discrimina
tion. I enlist every employer, every 
labor union, and every agency of govern
ment-whether affected directly by these 
measures or not-in the task of seeing to 
it that no false lines are drawn in assur
ing equality of the right and opportunity 
to make a decent living. 

IV. COMMUNITY RELATIONS SERVICE 

I have repeatedly stressed the fact that 
_progress in race relations, while it can
not be delayed, can be more solidly and 
more peacefully accomplished to the ex
tent that legislation can be buttressed 
by voluntary action. I have urged each 
member of the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors to establish biracial human rela
tions committees in every city; and I 
hope all communities will establish such 
a group, preferably through official ac
tion. Such a board or committee can 
provide invaluable services by identify
ing community tensions before they 
reach the crisis stage, by improving co
operation and communication between 
the races, and by advising local officials, 
merchants, and organizations on the 
steps which c·an be taken to insure 
prompt progress. 

A similar agency is needed on th~ Fed
erallevel-to work with these local com
mittees, providing them with advice 
and assistance-to work in those com
munities which lack a local committee
and generally to' help ease tensions and 
suspicions, to help resolve interracial 
disputes and to work quietly to improve 
relations in any community threatened 
or torn with strife. Such an effort is in 
no way a substitute for effective legisla
tive guarantees of human rights. But 
conciliation and cooperation can facili
tate the achievement of those rights, en
abling legislation to operate more 
smoothly and more effectively. 

The Department of Justice and its 
Civil Rights Division have already per
formed yeoman service of this nature, in 
Birmingham, in Jackson, and through
out the country. But the problem has 
grown beyond the time and energies 
which a few otherwise burdened officials 
can make available-and, in some areas, 
the confidence of all will be greater in an 
intermediary whose duties are com
pletely separated from departmental 
functions of investigation or litigation. 

It is my intention, therefore, to estab
lish by Executive order (until such time 
as it can be created by statute> an inde
pendent Community Relations Service
to fulfill the functions described above, 
working through regional, State, and lo
cal committees to the extent possible, 
and offering its services in tension-torn 
communities either upon its own motion 
or upon the request of a local official or 
other party. Authority for such a Serv
ice is included in the proposed omni
bus bill. It will work without publicity 
and hold all information imparted to its 
officers in strict confidence. Its own 
resources can be preserved by its encour
aging and assisting the creation of State 
and local committees, either on a con
tinuing basis or in emergency situations. 

Without powers of enforcement or sub
pena, such a Service is no substitute 
for other measures; and it cannot guar
antee success. But dialog and discus
sion are always better than violence
and this agency, by enabling all con
cerned to sit down and reason together, 
can play a major role in achieving peace
ful progress in civil rights. 

V. FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

Simple justice requires that public 
funds, to which all taxpayers of all 
races contribute, not be spent in any 
fashion which encourages, entrenches, 
subsidizes, or results in racial discrimina
tion. Direct discrimination by Federal, 
State, or local governments is prohibited 
by the Constitution. But indirect dis
crimination, through the use of Federal 
funds, is just as invidious; and it should 
not be necessary to resort to the courts 
to prevent each individual violation. 
Congress and the Executive have their 
responsibilities to uphold the Constitu
tion also; and, in the 1960's, the execu
tive branch has sought to fulfill its re
sponsibilities by banning discrimination 
in federally financed housing, in NDEA 
and NSF institutes, in federally affected 
.employment, in the Army and Air Force 
Reserve, in the training of civilian de
fense workers, an·d in air federally owned 
'and leased facilities. 



1963 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 11179 
Many statutes providing Federal 

financial assistance, however, define with 
such preeision both the Administrator's 
role and the conditions upon which 
speci:fted amounts shall be given to desig
nated recipients that the amount of ad
ministrative discretion remaining
which might be used to withhold funds 
if discrimination were not ended-is at 
best questionable. No administrator has 
the unlimited authority to invoke the 
Constitution in opposition to the man
date of the Congress. Nor would it 
always be helpful to require uncondi
tionally-as is often proposed-the with
drawal of all Federal funds frpm 
programs urgently needed by Negroes as 
well as whites; for this may only penalize 
those who least deserve it without end
ing discrimination. 

Instead of permitting this issue to be
come a political device often exploited by 
those opposed to social or economic 
progress, it would be better at this time 
to pass a single comprehensive provi
sion making it clear that the Federal 
Government is not required, under any 
statute, to furnish any kind of financial 
assistance-by way of grant, loan, con
tract, guarantee, insurance, or other
wise-to any program or activity in 
which racial discrimination occurs. 
This would not permit the Federal Gov
ernment to cut off all Federal aid of all 
kinds as a means of punishing an area 
for the discrimination occurring there
in-but it would clarify the authority of 
any administrator with respect to Fed
eral funds or :financial assistance and 
discriminatory practices. 

CONCLUSION 

Many problems remain that cannot be 
ignored. The enactment of the legis
lation I have recommended will not solve 
all our problems of race relations. This 
bill must be supplemented by action in 
every branch of government at the Fed
eral, State, and local level. It must be 
supplemented as well by enlightened pri
vate citizens, private businesses and 
private labor and civic organizations, by 
responsibile educators and editors, and 
certainly by religious leaders who recog
nize the conflict between racial bigotry 
and the Holy Word. 

This is not a sectional problem-it is 
nationwide. It is not a partisan prob
lem. The proposals set forth above are 
based on a careful consideration of the 
views of leaders of both parties in both 
Houses of Congress. In 1957 and 1960, 
members of both parties rallied behind 
the civil rights measures of my prede
cessor; and I am certain that this tradi
tion can be continued, as it has in the 
case of world crises. A national domes
tic crisis also calls for bipartisan unity 
and solutions. 

We will not solve these problems by 
blaming any group or section for the 
legacy which has been handed down by 
past generations. But neither will these 
problems be solved by clinging to the 
patterns of the past. Nor, finally, can 
they be solved in the streets, by lawless 
acts on either side, or by the physical 
actions ·or presence of any private group 
or public official, however appealing such 
melodramatic devices may seem to some. 

During the weeks past, street demon
strations, mass picketing and parades 
have brought these matters to the Na
tion's attention in dramatic fashion in 
many cities throughout the United 
States. This has happened because 
these racial injustices are real and no 
other remedy was in sight. But, as feel
ings have risen in recent days, these 
demonstrations have increasingly en
dangered lives and property, enfiamed 
emotions and unnecessarily divided com
munities. They are not the way in 
which this country should rid itself of 
racial discrimination. Violence is never 
justified; and, while peaceful communi
cation, deliberation, and petitions of pro
test continue, I want to caution against 
demonstrations which can lead to 
violence. 

This problem is now before the Con
gress. Unruly tactics or pressures will 
not help and may hinder the effective 
consideration of these measures. If they 
are enacted, there will be legal remedies 
available; and, therefore, while the Con
gress is completing its work, I urge all 
community leaders, Negro and white, to 
do their utmost to lessen tensions and to 
exercise self-restraint. The Congress 
should have an opportunity to freely 
work its will. Meanwhile, I strongly 
support action by local public officials 
and merchants to remedy these griev
ances on their own. 

The legal remedies I have proposed are 
the embodiment of this Nation's basic 
posture of commonsense and common 
justice. They involve every American's 
right to vote, to go to school, to get a job, 
and to be served in a public place with
out arbitrary discrimination-rights 
which most Americans take for granted. 

In short, enactment of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1963 at this session of the Con
gress-however long it may take and 
however troublesome it may be-is im
perative. It will go far toward provid
ing reasonable men with the reasonable 
means of meeting these problems; and 
it will thus help end the kind of racial 
strife which this Nation can hardly af
ford. Rancor, violence, disunity, and 
national shame can only hamper our 
national standing and security. To 
paraphrase the words of Lincoln: "In 
giving freedom to the Negro, we assure 
freedom to the free-honorable alike in 
what we give and what we preserve." 

I therefore ask every Member of Con
gress to set aside sectional and political 
ties, and to look at this issue from the 
viewpoint of the Nation. I ask you to 
look into your hearts-not in search of 
charity, for the Negro neither wants nor 
needs condescension-but for the one 
plain, proud, and priceless quality that 
unites us all as Americans; a sense of 
justice. In this year of the emancipa
tion centennial, justice requires us to 
insure the blessings of liberty for all 
Americans and their posterity-not 
merely for reasons of economic efficiency, 
world diplomacy, and domestic tranquil
lity-but, above all, because it is right. 

JOHN F. KENNEDY. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 19, 1963. 

CIVIL RIGHTS 
Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I . ask unan

imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, in themes

sage just submitted to the Congress, the 
President has laid it on the line. He has 
set forth the guidelines of a program 
which can produce justice for all Ameri
cans this year. If this Congress can pass 
this measure, it will have made a monu
mental contribution. In the area of 
human rights this could be the most pro
ductive Congress of the century. 

The President has set the tempo of 
our work and we should proceed with
out delay. 

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON 
CIVIL RIGHTS 

Mr. WHITENER. ·Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I have 

just heard with interest the reading of 
the message of the President on civil 
rights. I rise to comment briefly upon 
it, because I fear that this message is 
in keeping with the thinking of too many 
people who are ignoring the rights of the 
majority in our country. 

As the message was read, I noted the 
recommendation that the commerce 
clause be extended and stretched in a 
method never contemplated by the 
writers of the Constitution. I heard also 
reference to implementing the 14th 
amendment to the Constitution in a 
way which I believe even those who 
voted for it freely-as well as those who 
voted for it under force-never con
templated. I was impressed by the fact 
that in the message there was not the 
slightest reference to the lOth amend
ment to the Constitution and that is an 
equally important section of our Con
stitution. 

The lOth amendment is brief and clear. 
It says: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people. 

In my judgment, the proposals con
tained in the President's message would, 
if enacted into law, constitute a usurpa
tion of the powers, rights, and privileges 
of the States and the people. 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT TO 
PERMIT PRAYER IN PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS 
Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. · · 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, for 19-

years as a member of the New York State 
Legislature and as a Member of the Con
gress of the United States, I have pursued 
the policy of never voting for a motion 
to discharge a committee or signing a 
petition to discharge a committee from 
consideration of a piece of legislation 
affecting our material wants. But, with 
the Supreme Court decision of June 25, 
1962, and the Supreme Court decision on 
Monday of this week which intends to 
and will bar prayer from public schools 
in the United States, I intend for the 
first time to give the Congress of the 
United States, the House of Representa
tives and the people of the various State 
legisiatures the right to determine 
whether the Constitution shall be 
amended to permit prayer in public 
schools and in all public places. 

To this end, today I have for the first 
time in my history as a legislator pre
sented a resolution ·to the House that will 
discharge the Committee on Rules from 
consideration of my resolution, House 
Joint Resolution 9, to so permit prayer 
in our public schools. 

After the expiration of 7 legislative 
days, I will place a petition at the desk 
to give the Members of this House the 
opportunity to sign it and to bring before 
this House and let the American people 
have the opportunity to have a constitu
tional amendment which, I believe, they 
are entitled to. 

THE PRESIDENT'S CIVIL RIGHTS 
MESSAGE 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to comment on one aspect of the Presi
dent's message which we have just heard 
here in the House of Representatives. 
That is the necessity for any legislation 
affecting civil rights to be of a bipartisan 
nature. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my opinion that this 
is certainly an area where bipartisan ac
tion is essential. There have been too 
many instances of playing politics with 
the inherent civil and constitutional 
rights of individuals in this country. 
Certainly the President must have some 
assurance that there is strong Republi
can support and strong Democratic sup
port for civil rights legislation of a mod
erate and a reasonable nature. 

Mr. Speaker, while serving in the leg
islature of the State of Illinois I had an 
opportunity to help make equal job op
portunity legislation a bipartisan issue 
there. I know that the great majority 
of the Members of this Congress recog
nize that the time for equal opportunity, 
the time for equal citizenship for all, is 
here and now. We should see to it that 
this subject of legislation is placed on a 
bipartisan level in order that we can 

work together as Members of this Con
gress in supporting reasonable legisla-_ 
tion. 

BETTER TAKE A "PRO'S" ADVICE 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend my remarks. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 

after having listened to the reading of 
the President's message, I would predict 
that during the next few weeks it will 
become abundantly clear that the Presi
dent might well have followed the ad
vice of a real pro, former President 
Truman, who only last ·week stated that 
in his opinion no further civil rights 
legislation was needed, only the enforce
ment of laws presently on the books and 
the Constitution. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 
Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, the ad

ministration, abetted by the Republican 
leadership, seeks to stampede Congress 
into enacting the most far reaching 
racial legislation since reconstruction. 

It is common knowledge that until a 
month ago neither the administration 
nor the Republican leadership had any 
plans to advance so-called civil rights 
legislation at this session of Congress. A 
tragic day has arrived in American his
tory when mob action can drive the Na
tion's political leadership into proposing 
hasty, ill-considered legislative pro
grams. 

It remains for the American people, 
from all parts of the country, to resist 
this political descent into mobocracy. 
Those of us in Congress who plan 
to fight this bill will need all possible 
help. Americans everywhere-North 
and South, Democrats and Republi
cans-must act now to let their Wash
ington leaders know of their objection 
to this force legislation. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I listened 

with great interest to the President's 
message on civil rights. I believe he has 
made a sincere, courageous, and states
manlike message. 

The President strikes out boldly to at
tack segregation on many fronts. He 
wisely asks for bipartisan support of this 
program, and I hope he shall receive it. 

He recognizes that present wrongs re
quire legal remedies too long delayed. 
He generally seeks to restore peace and 
tranquillity to our land, and to quell the 
fires of frustration and discontent. He 
wishes to prevent extremists from taking 
leadership of the malcontents of certain 
elements in our population. 

Undoubtedly the message and the bill 
accompanying it will be referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. I hope to 
renew hearings on this important mes
sage and bill this coming week. 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY, WEST VIRGINIA 
Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, exactly 

100 years ago tomorrow, June 20, 1863, 
West Virginia achieved statehood. 

Our wild forests, rugged mountains, 
and trickling streams make West Vir
ginia an ideal spot for hunting, fishing, 
and vacationing. There is lots of elbow 
room in West Virginia, and the State is 
easily accessible to the major population 
centers of the Atlantic seaboard and the 
Middle West. There are tremendous 
industrial opportunities in all areas of 
the State, and the most rapid growth has 
been scored in the Ohio River and Kana
wha River Valleys. 

A mark of West Virginia's participa
tion in the space age is the National 
Radio Astronomy Laboratory at Green 
Banks, W. Va. 

During the Civil War, a delegation 
called on President Abraham Lincoln and 
asked whether the materials being used 
to complete the Capitol dome might not 
better be used as sinews of war. Presi
dent Lincoln quickly answerd that the 
work on the Capitol should go on as a 
symbol that the Union would go on. 
When the Statue of Freedom was hoisted 
to the top of the Capitol in December 
1863, 35 guns boomed out in salute. The 
35th gun was fired in honor of West 
Virginia, which had 6 months earlier 
been admitted as the 35th State in the 
Union. 

Tomorrow, it is entirely fitting that 
President Kennedy should return to 
West Virginia. The President of the 
United States will fly to Charleston, 
W. Va. to help us celebrate our 100th 
birthday. To my colleagues and to 
everyone throughout the Nation, may I 
say: Please come to West Virginia during 
our centennial year. Come and relax 
with the most friendly, courteous, and 
unselfish people in the world. You will 
want to stay in West Virginia-a land of 
unlimited opportunity where you can 
share the fruits of freedom with those 
who live under our bannPr which pro
claims: "Mountaineers are always free." 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not pres
ent. 
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The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 

not present. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 

call of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 84] 
Ashley Hebert 
Ayres Hosmer 
Bolling Joelson 
Brown, Ohio Jones, Ala. 
Buckley Karth 
Colmer Kee 
Corman Kilburn 
Curtis King, C'alif. 
Davis, Tenn. McMillan 
Diggs MacGregor 
Ellsworth May 
Forrester Meader 
Giaimo M1ller, N.Y. 
Grabowski Moss 
Grant Norblad 
Hall Powell 

Rains 
Reuss 
Roberts, Ala. 
Roosevelt 
StGermain 
St. Onge 
Schade berg 
Scott 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Siler 
Sisk 
Tupper 
Ullman 
Willis 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 384 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

SUSPENSION OF EQUAL TIME PRO
VISIONS OF THE COMMUNICA
TIONS ACT FOR 1964 PRESIDEN
TIAL CAMPAIGN 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

on behalf of my colleague, the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. BoLLING l, and 
by direction of the Committee on Rules, 
I call up the resolution, House Resolu
tion 402, and ask for its present con
sideration. 
· The Clerk read the resolution, as 

follows: 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the joint reso
lution (H.J. Res. 247) to suspend for the 
1964 campaign the equal opportunity re
quirements of section 315 of the Communica
tions Act of 1934 for nominees for the offices 
of President and Vice President. After gen
eral debate, which shall be confined to the 
joint resolution and shall continue not to 
exceed one hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce, the joint 
resolution shall be read for amendment un
der the five-minute rule. At the conclusion 
of the consideration of the joint resolution 
for amendment, the Committee shall rise 
and report the joint resolution to the House 
with such amendments as may have been 
adopted, and the previous question shall 
be considered as ordered on the joint reso
lution and amendments thereto to final pas
sage without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. AVERY], and pending that 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sum e. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in 
order House Joint Resolution 247 relat
ing to radio and television time in presi
dential campaigns. It will be recalled, 
Mr. Speaker, that a couple of years ago 
there was some embarrassment · and 
trouble precipitated by the fact that 
under the law if time is given to one 

candidate for an office then equal time 
must be given to his opponent. There 
was an e1fort apparently in which cer
tain people who were candidates for the 
Presidency and for the Vice Presidency 
who were not legally qualified candidates 
desired to get time and it therefore 
created some trouble. 

Mr. Speaker, we passed a joint resolu
tion at that time providing that that 
general provision should not prevail dur
ing the 1960 campaign; in other words, 
that candidates must be qualified party 
candidates in order to be recognized for 
this equal-time provision of radio and 
television. That applied only to the 1960 
election. 
. Now, Mr. Speaker, the 1964 election 

is approaching and it has been thought 
advisable that it should be extended and 
made to apply to the 1964 election. So, 
with minor amendments, this is merely 
the resolution that was adopted by the 
Congress for the 1960 presidential elec
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule provides for 1 
hour of general debate. There was no 
objection to the granting of the rule in 
the Rules Committee when we had the 
hearing. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. SMITH] explained the 
resolution itself and the e1fect of it, if 
adopted. Perhaps a little more infonna
tion on the background might be of in
terest, particularly to some of the newer 
Members of the House who were not here 
when this :first suspension of section 315 
was approved by the Congress previous to 
the 1960 election. 

Mr. Speaker, section 315 of the 
Federal Communications Act of 1934 of 
course provides that whatever broadcast
ing facilities are made available to one 
candidate, the same facilities and op
portunities must be available to every 
other qualified candidate for that same 
office and in the same manner. 

Even though this provision has been 
in the act since 1934, it was just pre
sumed that the networks and the licen
sees could broadcast the national politi
cal convention proceedings of the two 
major parties and provide equal time to 
the candidates of the two major parties, 
without giving serious concern to any 
other candidates from any other party. 
This seemed to meet with popular ac
ceptance. So this practice-and it was 
just a practice-was not challenged. 
However, in 1959 when present Mayor 
Richard Daley was a candidate for re
election as mayor of the city of Chicago 
another candidate by the name of Lar 
Daley requested equal time to compen
sate for some news coverage that had 
been a1forded Mayor Richard Daley. The 
station denied that request. Candidate 
Lar Daley appealed to the Federal Com
munications Commission and they-the 
Commission-held in his favor, that he 
should be permitted although he was not 
a major candidate for the office in the 
eyes of the licensee involved, to have 
e~ual time. Equal time was given to 
him. It was on viewing the film as to 
how he utilized that equal time award 

that persuaded me to support suspen
sion of the equal-time provision in sec
tion 315 for the 1960 election. Then the · 
Congress proceeded by a resolution to 
suspend this provision for the 1960 cam
paign. Obviously we are now approach
ing the 1964 campaign. So this proposal · 
is again before the House. 

Let me direct my remarks now over : 
on the Republican .side of the aisle. I 
notice some opposition on our side of the 
aisle. You perhaps believe, and I think, 
and Attorney General Kennedy has said 
publicly, if it had not been for the tele
vision coverage of the 1960 candidate 
debate the now President Kennedy 
would not have been elected. So this 
naturally brings up some reservations 
over here whether or not this is in our 
party interest and whether this is in the 
public interest to approve this suspen
sion. 

Mr. Speaker, we have two things to 
consider, and again I am directing my 
remarks pretty much to those on our side 
of the aisle. I think there are two as
pects to this. 

In 1960 our candidate obviously had 
the responsibility for all the problems 
that were then prevalent, and he under
took to defend them; whereas the chal
lenging candidate, then Senator Ken
nedy, had no responsibility and could 
criticize without having to take the re
sponsibility for any of the misfortunes 
or any of the undesirable developments 
that had transpired in the previous 8 
years. 

This time it is going to be turned 
around. I say this to my friends on my 
right: In 1964 the situation is going to be 
reversed, because the Republican can
didate, whoever he may be, and he will 
be a good one and probably a very suc
cessful candidate, but as to what his 
identity is by name I cannot say, will not 
have the responsibility of explaining all 
of the misfortunes and mistakes in the 
last 4 years. 

I think the public interest will be well 
served. Regardless of the political re
sponsibility on our side of the aisle or 
the other side of the aisle, every licensee, 
of course, has a public responsibility as 
well, and that is to use his privilege as 
a broadcaster in order to bring such. 
public events to the attention of his lis
teners or his viewers, as the case may be, 
or as he deems to be in the public in
terest, and to fulfill his responsibility as 
a public licensee. 

So on that basis, Mr. Speaker, I urge 
adoption of the rule, and I recommend 
approval of the resolution after it has 
been fully considered in the Committee 
of the Whole. I was a member of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce when this matter was first 
considered by that committee in 1959. 
I supported the suspension at that time, 
and I remain in that position today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speak
er, I move the previous question on tJ:le 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. AL

BERT). The question ls on the resolu
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 



11182 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - .HOUSE June 19 

CONSTRUCTION OF VA HOSPITALS 
Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, 

by direction of the Committee on Rules, 
I call up House Resolution 403. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4347) to limit the authority of the Veterans' 
Administration and the Bureau of the 
Budget with respect to new construction or 
alteration of veterans' hospitals. After gen
eral debate, which shall be confined to the 
bill and shall continue not to exceed one 
hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. At the conclu
sion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, 
House Resolution 403 provides for con
sideration of H.R. 4347, a bill to limit 
the authority of the Veterans' Admin
istration and the Bureau of the Budget 
with respect to new construction or al
teration of veterans' hospitals. The res
olution provides an open rule with 1 
hour of general debate. 

According to the testimony presented 
to the Committee on Rules, under exist
ing law, whenever the Veterans' Admin
istration desires to build a new hospital, 
it submits appropriate plans and speci
fications to the Bureau of the Budget and 
after approval by the Bureau of the 
Budget, the proposal is then submitted 
to the President. If and when the Pres
ident gives his concurrence, funds are re
quested in the next budget for the spe
cific project and if voted as a part of 
the Independent Offices Appropriation 
Act, then the hospital is built in accord
ance with the plans previously agreed 
upon by the Veterans' Administration 
and the Bureau of the Budget. 

As the committee report points out, 
in 1961 the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs made a detailed study of the medi
cal program of the Veterans' Adminis
tration, and there was developed a 
long-range program for construction of 
new hospitals, and for modernization 
and improvement of the existing hospi
tal facilities of the Veterans' Adminis
tration. No changes were required to 
be made in the law for this program to 
be carried out, but it was generally un
derstood according to the committee re
port that the committee would keep in 
close touch with the program as it de
veloped. 

The committee report further states 
that recently the Veterans' Administra
tion has, on its owri, initiated changes 
in this long-range program without any 
advance consultation with the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee, and in some in
stances, without any advance ·notice. 
The Committee on Veterans' Affairs con
tends that this trend endangers the suc
cessful accomplishment of the long-

range program already worked out, and 
that the law should clearly reflect the 
right of the Committee on Veterans' ~f
fairs to be notified in advance and con
sulted about change~ proposed to be 
made in the program. . 

Under H.R. 4347, as reported, future 
major hospital construction or. altera
tion by the Veterans' . Administration 
must be justified in advance to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, and the com
mittee must affirmatively approve such 
construction or alteration. 

Mr. Speaker, I know of no opposition 
to the adoption of House Resolution 403. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
require. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 403 
provides for 1 hour of general debate, 
with an open rule, for the consideration 
of H.R. 4347, a bill entitled "Construc
tion of Veterans' Administration 
Hospitals." 

Mr. Speaker as a former member of 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs, I 
rise in support of the rule providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 4347. 

This bill simply stated seeks to give 
the Congress the power of review over 
the location of new Veterans' Admin
istration hospitals and the renovation 
and modernization of existing structures. 
I think this is entirely appropriate and 
a very reasonable proposal. 

There are 168 hospitals in the Veter
ans' Administration medical system and 
17 domiciliaries in addition. On any 
given day, approximately 110,000 vet
erans are hospitalized in the Veterans' 
Administration system and approxi
mately 17,000 members are in its 
domiciliaries. 

At the present time, the location of 
Veterans' Administration hospitals and 
the renovation and modernization of 
existing structures is entirely at the dis
cretion of the executive branch of the 
Government. This bill, H.R. 4347 
which is patterned on existing law ap
plicable to public buildings programs 
and which has been tested in the courts, 
is a desirable step in order to give the 
Congress a greater control over the ex
penditure of public funds. 

Having served on the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs, I am sure that this 
bill when enacted into law will not result 
in the delay in approval of any worth
while project sought by the Administra
tor of Veterans' Affairs. I submit, Mr. 
Speaker, that when it is considered that 
the capital value of the existing struc
tures in the Veterans' Administration 
medical system is estimated at in excess 
of $2 Yz billion and further that each 
new bed constructed in the Veterans' 
Administration costs between $15,000 
and $30,000, controls by the Congress 
are not only reasonable and proper, but 
essential. I know of no objection to the 
rule. I urge adoption of the rule and 
the passage of H.R. 4347. I reserve 
the balance of my time, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the· previous question on the res
olution. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to ·reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

SUSPENSION .OF EQUAL-TIME 
PROVISIONS 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of House Joint Resolution 247, to suspend 
for the 1964 campaign the equal oppor
tunity requirements of section 315 of the 
Communications Act of 1934 for nom
inees for the offices of President and 
Vice President. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of House Joint Resolution 247, 
with Mr. DENTON in the Chair. 

The Clerk read the title of "the joint 
resolution. 

By unanimous consent, the first read
ing of the joint resolution was dispensed 
with. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased at this time to yield 10 minutes 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. RoG
ERS], chairman of the subcommittee con
ducting hearings on this legislation. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, this legislation, House Joint Reso
lution 247, is actually very simple. I 
would call to your attention in the re
port on page 3 the letter from the D_ep
uty Attorney General addressed to the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
HARRIS]. In the first portion of that 
letter he sets out section 315 of the Com
munications Act of 1934. That section 
reads as follows: 

If any licensee shall permit any person who 
is a legally qualified candidate for any pub
lic office to use a broadcasting station, he 
shall afford equal opportunities to all other 
such candidates for that office in the use of 
such broadcasting station. 

The legislation presently pending be
fore the committee simply suspends the 
application of section 315 during the an
ticipated presidential campaigns m 1964. 

There are two amendments that were 
adopted by the committee to the original 
resolution as it was originally intro
duced. One of those was an amendment 
limiting the time of suspension on an 
exact time basis; that is, the language 
in the original proposal was not clear as 
to how long this suspension would be in 
effect-when a campaign begins and 
when it ends. We know a campaign 
usually ends on election day, but no one 
knows when it begins. 

So the committee felt that 75 days 
prior to the election would be sufiicient 
time for the suspension of this section 
of the Communications Act. That is one 
of the committee amendments. 

It begins on August 20, 1964, and ends 
on November 2, 1964. 

The other has to do with a word; a 
word that was in the original proposal 
that referred to nominees who were run
ning for the office of President and Vice 
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President. This was changed to "legally 
qualified" candidates. There has been 
quite a bit of discussion why this was 
done and what the difference is. The 
reason it was done is very simple. If 
you will refer to the language of the 
Communications Act itself you will find 
that the term therein used is "legally 
qualified candidates." That is the rea
son for this suggested change in the lan
guage of the resolution, which was 
changed to conform to the act so there 
would be no misunderstanding. 

There were quite a number of people 
who came before the subcommittee on 
this measure and if you will refer to 
page 2 of the report you will see them 
listed; the National Committees of both 
the Democratic and Republican Parties, 
the National Association of Broadcasters, 
the three television networks, together 
with a number of other people who came 
before the subcommittee in favor of this 
legislation. 

There was some opposition to the leg
islation. Witnesses representing the So
cialist Labor Party of America, the In
ternational Brotherhood of Teamsters 
and the American Civil Liberties Union 
testified in opposition to the legislation. 

I might say at this point that there 
are others who are opposed to this legis
lation for various and sundry reasons. 
But the point is simply this, that if the 
people of the United States are going to 
have the opportunity of seeing their can
didates in the coming presidential elec
tion-unless this resolution is adopted I 
am afraid they will be denied that op
portunity, primarily because there are so 
many small parties, some of them frivo
lous, some of them very serious, but all 
having their candidates. In many in
stances the people in California do not 
know about the man who is running on 
a New York party ticket because they 
never heard of the party or the candi
date. The broadcasting people, radio 
and television, cannot subject their fa
cilities to demands by all of these people 
from these parties that can be gotten 
up overnight to nominate a man for 
President or Vice President of the United 
States. 

So it was the feeling of those of us on 
the committee who were in support of 
this legislation that we ought to make 
it possible for the people in this country 
to have .the opportunity to view the man 
or the men who were running for Presi
dent and Vice President, the highest 
offices in this land, without the broad
casters being subjected to unfair de
mands and abuses. 

I grant you there are many arguments 
against the legislation and you are going 
to hear some today. One of those is that 
sometimes television is not fair, it is too 
tough a taskmaster; a man may be an 
excellent fellow, but he does not make a 
good appearance on television. That 
may be a good argument, but the fact of 
the matter is that television is here and 
it is here to stay. It would be my recom
mendation to any political party nomi
nating a candidate for President or Vice 
President, that they do not nominate 
somebody who does not make a pretty 
good appearance on television because 
he is going to end up there sooner or 

later, whether· he likes it or not. Some 
of these people, especially in the broad
casters' field and in the networks' field, 
came in and wanted section 315 wholly 
repealed; that is, wiped out. 

If this should be done, a broadcast
ing station, whether it be a network 
broadcasting station, a single TV station, 
or a remote radio station, could permit 
the use of their facilities by any political 
candidate they wanted to on such terms 
as they wanted to, and not be respon
sible to afford equal opportunities, as 
is now required by law, to other candi
dates for that same position, whether 
the office be Governor, representative in 
the State legislature, or President of the 
United States. 

This is a question that is entirely con
troversial, as you can all appreciate. It 
is a continuing question, that is going 
to be with us for some time. I may say 
that in this regard the Communications 
Subcommittee hopes to hold some hear
ings in the near future with regard to 
the overall problem, but the problem and 
the issue here today is not the repeal of 
section 315 insofar as equal rights is con
cerned; it is simply the suspension of 
this section of the law for 75 days next 
year in order to permit the American 
people to see for whom they are being 
asked to vote for President and Vice 
President of the United States. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I will be 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. If there is merit to the 
gentleman's argument as it applies to the 
President and Vice President, why not 
carry it right on down to other candi
dates? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. There are 
several reasons for that. The President 
and Vice President are candidates for 
national jobs, that is, jobs that cover the 
entire country. The other areas involve 
limited areas such as your congressional 
district. Airways or beams, whatever 
you want to call them, television or radio 
beams, are no respecters of the boundary 
lines of the districts, so this ·Nould cre
ate many, many complex problems if you 
tried to do that. The gentleman under
stands that this does not deny the can
didates of these smaller parties, or these 
splinter parties, for want of a better 
name, access to the radio, but it makes 
it possible for the major candidates to 
be seen and heard by the people without 
subjecting these broadcasting stations to 
the · abuses that would be visited upon 
them as was the case several years ago. 

Mr. GROSS. Up to this point I have 
heard of only one case which you can 
really hang your hat on in asking for 
this suspension for the President and 
Vice President. I have yet to be con
vinced that one swallow makes a spring. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. What case 
is that? 

Mr. GROSS. The Lar Daly case in 
Chicago. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Yes. If the 
gentleman will refer to the hearings, I 
think he will find a source of information 
there where he can find there are other 
situations on a similar scale which have 

arisen ' that created problems. I grant 
you that there is definitely a problem. 
We are going to try to get this worked 
out. But when we open up the airways 
which are heard by the public, in the 
manner which the broadcasting com
panies or the owners want to handle 
them, we are treading on dangerous 
ground. The minority report expressed 
that danger very well, I think. 

Mr. GROSS. Let me clarify the rec
ord. Let me say I am not advocating a 
waiver for anyone, I mean for any of the 
broadcasting stations, for any candidate. 
Let me make that clear. I am opposed 
to this bill. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Could the gen
tleman tell me if section 315 of the Com
munications Act of 1934 were suspended 
as recommended in this resolution who 
would benefit or be discriminated against 
from this suspension? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I think gen
erally you could say that the American 
people would benefit from the suspension 
because it would make it possible for 
them to see and to hear these candidates 
on the national networks. I do not 
know what the gentleman is referring to, 
but if he is referring to the networks 
benefiting, I just do not follow the gen
tleman's question. 

Mr. W AGGONNER. Perhaps the 
gentleman does not understand the ques
tion. I will forgo that question only 
because time is limited simply to make 
this statement and maybe to define for 
you and set out to you and the committee 
what my thinking is. I hold in my hand 
here a copy of the President's message 
delivered to the Congress today on civil 
rights setting forth the fact that all 
Americans everywhere and at every in
stant of the day and night should have 
equality in every walk of life, and it is 
inconceivable to me that this adminis
tration or anyone else should bring in 
on this same day a piece of legislation, 
House Joint Resolution 247, and ask that 
equality for somebody who seeks political 
office should be denied. The report says 
the administration approves this legis
lation. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I must de
cline to yield further to the gentleman on 
that. Let me straighten the gentleman 
out right here and now with reference to 
it. 

The administration did not bring this 
bill to this committee or to this House of 
Representatives and it was not intro
duced in the first instance at the request 
of the administration. This resolution 
has been discussed for a long, long time. 
The same resolution was adopted during 
the past presidential campaign. This 
proposal was considered by the subcom
mittee; it was considered by the full com
mittee; it was taken before the Com
mittee on Rules and it has been brought 
to the House in the regular order. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, when this legislation 
was before us 2 years ago, I expressed 
concern that the networks, having bad 
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the benefit of the suspension of equal 
time provisions of law for the 1960 cam
paign, would be back shortly to ask for 
a complete repeal of section 315. . 

Mr. Chairman, If we may have order~ 
I realize I am in the minority on this 
and probablY that is why I have concern 
for the minority who are excluded from 
consideration by virtue oJ this suspen
sion. 

Mr. Chairman, my point is this. The 
fears that I expressed about the networks' 
desire to control political time given to 
candidates of all parties in this country 
have been borne out by the recent hear
ings of our subcommittee. Everyone 
from the networks and the National As
sociation of Broadcasters came before us 
and asked not for the suspension which 
this bill provides, but for complete repeal 
of section 315 which at the present time 
guarantees candidates for political office 
the right equal to that given to their op
position by a radio or television station. 
Now that is an American right, an Amer
ican privilege and an American heritage. 
What we are doing here is the same thing 
we did in 1960, whittling away at these 
rights. It is curious that in 1960 the 
networks said they were not able to pro
vide the major parties with the amount 
of time without the suspension that they 
would provide them, if the suspension 
were granted. I have contacted the FCC 
to get the figures on the time that was 
given to the presidential candidates or 
their spokesmen-Republicans and Dem
ocrats. These figures have to do with 
1956 and that is before this suspension 
went into effect and when the equal time 
provisions of section 315 were in full 
operation. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1956 the radio net
works gave the Democrats 9 hours and 
3 minutes. They gave the Republicans 
11 hours and 45 minutes. All other 
candidates for President and Vice Presi
dent were given 11 hours and 45 minutes. 
Now, in 1960, after we suspended this 
provision, they gave the Democrats 10 
hours and 48 minutes, and the Republi
cans 10 hours and 48 minutes. So from 
the standpoint of actual time consump
tion there is very little difference in the 
radio time given the two major parties in 
the 1956 and 1960 campaigns. Remem
ber the big argument used by the net
works was that "if you suspend this we 
will be able to give the Republican and 
Democratic Parties more time because 
we will not have to devote this time to 
the fringe parties, to the minority groups, 
and we will give it all to the major 
groups." 

Well, Mr. Chairman, they did not do 
it. They gave them practically the same 
amount of time in 1956 as they did in 
1960. 

Mr. Chairman, here is what they did 
tn television: In 1956 they gave the 
Democrats 8 hours and 25 minutes. In 
that same year they gave the Republi
cans 10 hours and 43 minutes. They 
gave all others 10 hours and 30 minutes. 

Now, in 1960 they gave the Democrats 
8 hours and the Republicans 8 hours, and 
all other parties 1 hour and 20 minutes. 

. In 1960 over the radio networks they 
gave all other parties 51 minutes. For 
all practical purposes no advantage was 

taken of the argument used ·as the main 
basis for granting this suspension. 

The CHAIRMAN. The tirile of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. BENNETT Of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself an additional 
5 minutes. 

rt boils down to the fact that the radio 
and television networks of this country 
want to control all political time. 

Mr. Chairman, if Congress wants to 
give them that right I guess that is what 
Congress can do. But I doubt very much 
that the American people want the tele
vision and radio networks, an industry 
in this country, to control political time. 
I believe they agree with the provisions 
of section 315, which provide for equality. 

So, Mr. Chairman, it is too bad if some 
crackpot candidate like Lar Daley was 
given 5 or 10 minutes on radio or tele
vision. It is too bad, is it not, in a 
democracy that someone who disagrees 
with the majority view is given an op
portunity for a few moments to express 
his viewpoint? Certainly in all of our 
history-and if you will look it over care
fully you will find not only in the history 
of the debates in this great body, but in 
the debates that took place by candidates 
over the years-that very often time 
demonstrated that the minority view 
was the right view and it later became 
the prevailing view. 

So, Mr. Chairman, when you deprive 
a minority group, regardless of who 
makes it up, of the right to be heard
and that is what the networks did in 
1960-we are not following the spirit of 
the American concept. They gave all 
candidates for President and Vice Presi
dent, other than the two major parties, 
51 minutes on the radio and they gave 
all parties other than the Republican 
and Democratic Parties 1 hour and 20 
minutes on television. Granted, I per
sonally think that most of those minor
ity parties are crackpots, and I disagree 
completely with their philosophy, but I 
say, like Voltaire, they have a right to 
be heard. We are depriving them of that 
1ight if we approve this legislation. 
Even though we only suspend it for the 
presidential campaign, I think, Mr. 
Chairman, it is the wrong thing to do. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. The gentleman 
has cited some figures indicating the per
formance in the last campaign in regard 
to the Democratic and Republican 
Parties. May I inquire of the gentleman, 
if this suspension goes through will 
there be any . assurance in law that any 
of these broadcasters will be compelled 
to assure equality of time as between the 
two major parties? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. No. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Will it say they 

must give the Republican Party the same 
as they give the Democratic Party? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. No. It 
is left to the discretion of the network 
or station. The section of the law pro
viding equal time is suspended. We are 
merely giving the networks a little easier 
way to present the candidates of the 
major parties. I indicated that even 

after the 1960 suspension they did not 
give more time than. they did in 1956. 

But .here is another thing that should 
be considered. There are plenty of pro
grams today of the news and illterview 
type, such as "Meet the Press," .. Face the 
Nation,'' and a half dozen others, pro
duced by the networks which are per
fectly logical and perfectly good formats 
and upon which a Republican or Demo
crat candidate for President can appear 
and present his views to the American 
people without violating the provisions 
of section 315. As long as it is done on 
regular news interviews or regular news 
documentaries it is completely exempt 
under present law. But they are not 
satisfied with being exempt. They want 
to be exempt in their own way. They 
want to control the distribution of the 
P<)litical time in their discretion. 

Mr. Chairman, I say it is unfair and 
un-American to permit them to do so. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNE'IT of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I agree with the 
gentlemen about the section protecting 
the rights of the minority. We should 
do that and look ahead and try to take 
care of ourselves. 

I am particularly interested in a 
phrase used by the minority in its re
port. I would like to read it and ask the 
gentleman a question: 

Our friends in the broadcasting industry, 
having been given merely a glimpse of power 
in the political arena, are now hungrily pur
suing its ultimate; the right to hound people 
out of office who do not please them. the 
right to openly groom a successor for an 
official in disfavor, the right to control com
pletely what an official or candidate may 
say to his audience in his own behalf, the 
right to use the airwaves to argue for lts 
own political point of view, its own candi
dates, and with impunity. A license renewal 
each 3 years is no defense agaJ.nst the mis
chief possible under such conditions. Dam
age done cannot be undone and history 
indicates that the prob8ibilities of the loss of 
a license are too small to create a deterrent. 

The implication there is that you can 
buy a radio station and give a broadcast 
and not give another person the right 
to be heard. Would that necessarily fol
low in small stations around the country? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. As far as 
the presidential and vice-presidential 
candidates are concerned, it would. 

Here is another thing to which I would 
like to call attention. Inequality under 
the present rulings of the Federal Com
munications Act in the last few years 
have been referred to. Radio and tele
vision stations are now encouraged to 
editorialize, which means they can ex
press their opinions on any subjects, po
litical or otherwise. If you listen to a 
television station or a radio station here 
in Washington editorialize, you will find 
they are getting into the area of political 
discussions. criticizing one party and de
fending another, criticizing one public 
official and defending another, all under 
the guise of editorializing. OUr commit
tee is going to go into that subject. What 
can be done about it, I do not know. But 
I call your attention to these things to 
indicate the vast freedom that the radio 
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and television stations have at the pres
ent time, the vast power they have at 
the present time, the additional power 
we are giving them when we · grant this 
suspension and the even greater power 
they desire. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I would like to ask, 
if we pass this resolution today, the 
states to the South cannot use the air
ways to promote their candidate for 
President; or if the gentleman's party 
decides to split, you cannot do it under 
this? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Yes. 
Mr. STAGGERS. The only thing in

volved is the two major parties. 
Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. You can

not be heard unless the network and the 
radio industry is willing. They can grant 
or deny time to anybody they please, but, 
after a suspension was granted to them 
in 1960 they gave the generous allowance 
of 51 minutes to all minor parties on 
radio and 1 hour and 20 minutes on 
television. · 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support this 
joint resolution. I believe that not
withstanding the problems and the 
difficulties in the use of these broadcast 
media, it will be, overall, in the best in
terests of the American people. 

Now, this matter is brought to the 
attention of the Congress now instead of 
next year because it is felt that it would 
be better for it to be considered before 
we get into the heat of the campaign. 
I personally felt that it would be a whole 
lot better to consider it in a calmer at
mosphere. 

As has been said and explained by the 
chairman of the subcommittee, who has 
done such a good job in the explanation 
of this proposal here, this suspension of 
section 315 has been tried. We have had 
the experience in 1960 and we know what 
the result was. I will say to my dis
tinguished friend from Kansas that con
sideration is being given to extending the 
suspension of this provision of law to 
candidates for Governors and to other 
State omces, such as the U.S. Senate. 
There are those who would like to extend 
it to Members of the House. 

As was said by the distinguished gen
tleman from Michigan, there are those 
in the broadcast industry that want to 
repeal section 315 outright. Now, the 
committee did not feel that we should 
give them that latitude, and I do not, 
either. This bill has the strong support 
of the chairman of the Republican Na
tional Committee, who testified before 
the committee. It has the strong rec
ommendation of the chairman of the 
Democratic National Committee, who 
testified before the committee. 

Somethi:lg was said a moment ago 
about the comparison of the hours that 
were used in the campaign of 1956 with 
1960. Let me read to you what Mr. 
Sarnoff of the National Broadcasting Co. 
said in his appearance before the com
mittee: 

The limited suspension in 1960 not only 
made these debates possible, but it enabled 
the Democratic and Republican candidates 
for President and Vice President to appear 
in other programs. For example, their ap
pearances on the NBC television networks 

during the 1960 campaign totaled 10¥2 hours, 
apart from appearances in paid political pro
grams. If the candidates had been paying 
time and program charges for these 10¥2 
hours of network presentations, the bill 
would have come to about $1,700,000. This 
compares with the $1 million which the 
major parties spent for all the paid political 
broadcasts on the NBC television network 
in 1960. 

Now let me read what Dr. Stanton, 
president of CBS, said: 

In 1960 the CBS radio and television net
works devoted a total of 16%, hours to 
personal appearances of the Democratic and 
Republican presidential and vice presidential 
candidates, at no charge to them. This, 
compared to 36 minutes in 1956. In 1960, 
another 16 hours were given supporters of 
the major candidates. Time costs of these 
1960 broadcasts exceeded $2 million, and 
additional time worth another $700,000 was 
offered to the candidates but not accepted. · 

Let me remind you of two things. 
This is a voluntary provision insofar 
as the broadcasting industry is con
cerned. It does not have to give any 
free time. It is permissive. From a 
practical standpoint it can work only 
on the basis of an understanding be
tween the candidates and the broadcast
ing companies. Therefore, from a prac
tical standpoint it must be worked out 
on a fair basis. 

The second thing is with reference to 
what the gentleman from West Virginia 
said a moment ago. This permits any 
broadcasting facility in any given area, 
or State, or section, to take advantage 
of this suspension. They can do it in 
West Virginia, or they can do it in the 
South, or it can be done on a national 
basis. So it seems to me with the ex
perience we have had, this legislation 
would be in the public interest. I have 
confidence that if there is a minority 
candidate for the omce of President and 
Vice President in any section of this 
Nation who has a chance to make a 
substantial impact in the campaign, that 
the networks or broadcasting facilities 
will in all fairness have to make time 
available to such a man. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I will be glad to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
trying to refresh my memory, but if I 
do remember correctly when we consid
ered this legislation first in 1960 was 
there not some testimony as to probably 
what would have come about in the elec
tion of 1948 when we did have a third 
candidate for President with a substan
tial amount of support? Of course, in 
retrospect you could not go back and 
make a firm determination as to what 
would or would not have happened, but 
it was certainly my impression from that 
discussion that that candidate would 
have been permitted to have equal time 
with the two principal candidates. 

Mr. HARRIS. I can say to the gentle
man that the committee had this in 
mind when we decided again that this 
was going to be only temporary. Until 
we find out .from an abundance .of ex
perience here just how it will operate 
I do not think it should be turned loose. 
For that reason I strongly favor that 
we make this suspension applicable only 

for the "1964 campaign. As time goes on 
and we get more experience then I think 
we will be in better position to know 
what to do. 

Mr. AVERY. Will the gentleman per
mit me to say that it certainly is not 
fair to conclude here today that a third 
candidate for President or Vice Presi
dent will be precluded from sharing in 
time. 

Mr. HARRIS. I do not think it would 
be and that is what I want to see, from 
experience, just how it turns out. It 
will have some bearing on my position 
regarding this matter. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me for a question? 

Mr. HARRIS. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. By the same token, 

if this legislation is passed, is there any 
requirement that would compel the 

. broadcasters to give equal time to this 
third candidate? 

Mr. HARRIS. Nothing except their 
fairness. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. So the question as 
to whether a person is a major candidate 
rests entirely in the hands of Frank 
Stanton and the other broadcasters, 
rather than in the U.S. Congress, and 
rather than in the people? 

Mr. HARRIS. The Congress cannot 
administer these broadcasting facilities, 
we know that. All we do is provide as a 
matter of policy how it will be used. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it not a fact that 
the broadcasters themselves will become 
the sole judges of who the major candi
dates are? 

Mr. HARRIS. I think that is true, 
and I think that was intended here. I 
think it was intended that they make 
judgments on -the basis of fairness, and 
if they are not fair they know they will 
be dealt with in the future. · 

Mr: AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for one moment? 

Mr. HARRIS. I will be glad to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. AVERY. The gentleman from 
Mississippi makes a reference to the 
president of one of the major networks. 
As far as the legislation is concerned, 
the networks per se are not involved. 
It is the licensee that this legislation is 
directed to, and it is the licensee that is 
being held responsible. Is that not 
correct? 

Mr. HARRIS. That is the practical 
application of it, yes. 

Mr. Chairman, as has already been 
explained so well by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. RoGERS], the chairman of 
the . subcommittee, the purpose of this 

. legislation is exceedingly simple. It is 
to suspend the equal opportunity require
ment of section 315 of the Communica
tions Act of 1934 for the 1964 presiden
tial and vice presidential campaigns. 

Section 315 requires a licensee of a 
broadcasting station who permits a 
legally qualified candidate for public 
omce to use a broadcasting station to 
afford equal opportunities to all other 
candidates for that omce in the use of 
such broadcasting stations. 

The legislation is substantially identi
cal with provisions of legislation enacted 
by the 86th Congress which made pos:
sible the joint Kennedy-Nixon appear
ances on television and radio during the 
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1960 presidential and vice presidential 
campaigns. 

Under the provisions of the 1960 legis
lation, the Democratic and Republican 
candidates for President and Vice Presi
dent received many hours of free broad
cast time which they might not have 
received if the broadcast licensees had 
been required to allow equal time to the 
several fringe candidates for those 
offices. 

The committee adopted two amend
ments. The first amendment would 
specify that for purposes of this legisla
tion the period of the 1964 presidential 
and vice-presidential campaigns shall be 
the 75-day period immediately preceding 
November 3, 1964. This, in effect, makes 
the period of suspension from August 20, 
1964, through November 2, 1964, both 
dates inclusive. The second amendment 
is a conforming amendment which sub
stitutes the term "legally qualified can
didate" for the term "nominee." This 
conforming amendment brings the lan
guage of this legislation in line with the 
provisions of section 315 which speaks 
of "legally qualified candidates" rather 
than "nominees." 

I need not remind the Members of this 
body that television and radio have be
come integral parts of political . cam
paigns. By suspending the equal oppor
tunity requirement of section 315 for 
presidential and vice-presidential candi
dates, better television and radio cover
age of the campaigns of major presiden
tial and vice-presidential candidates is 
made possible. 

The minority views which were filed 
by four members of our committee stress 
that the Kennedy-Nixon appearances 
could have been accomplished under 
the 1959 . amendments to section 315 
which exempted from the equal time re
quirement, bona fide news interviews 
and bona fide news documentaries. 
While the minority is correct in this 
contention to a certain extent, it should 
be pointed out that the format which 
was adopted by the candidates for their 
joint appearances during the 1960 cam
paign would have had to be modified 
substantially in order to come within 
the aforementioned two exceptions. 

This format was agreed upon by the 
candidates themselves and the represent
atives of the networks. Of course, the 
same will be true in 1964. Agreement 
will be necessary with regard to the 
format and such agreement requires con
currence of the candidates themselves. 

The minority views also stress that the 
1960 legislation had been used by the 
broadcasters as an argument in favor of 
outright repeal of section 315. OUr com
mittee in favorably reporting House Joint 
·Resolution 247 had no notion of giving 
any support to the arguments advanced 
by several of the broadcast witnesses 
favoring outright repeal. 

Furthermore, some warnings were ad
vanced by the minority members with 
regard to editorializing by radio and 
television licensees. Of cow·se, the com
mittee in no way desires this legislation 
"to be construed as taking any position 
with regard to the desirability or unde
sirability of editorializing by radio and 
television licensees. This is an entirely 

separate question ·and an announcement 
has already been made that the Subcom
mittee on Communications and Power 
will hold hearings on the subject of edi
torializing. 

As I read the minority views, those 
who concur with these views do not pri
marily oppose House Joint Resolution 
247. They seem to question the motives 
of the broadcasters who seek outright 
repeal of section 315 and they w·ge are
view of present policies with regard to 
editorializing. 

I want to stress that this legislation, as 
was the 1960 legislation, is strictly lim
ited. It applies only to presidential and 
vice-presidential candidates. Its appli
cation is limited to the 1964 election. 
And, in order to assure that there will 
not be abuse, by radio licensees or net
works, of this legislation it is specifically 
provided that the Federal Communica
tions Commission shall submit a detailed 
report to the Congress not later than 
May 1, 1965, on the effect of the suspen
sion on the 1964 presidential and vice
presidential campaigns including infor
mation concerning requests for time, 
amount of time made available, total 
charges, rates, editorializing, distribution 
of time during vatious phases of cam
paigns, and clearance by individual sta
tions of network programs concerning 
the candidates or the issues. In order to 
enable the Commission to make this re
port to the Congress the legislation re
quires broadcast stations and networks 
to submit such information as may be 
necessary for the compiling of this re
port. 

The legislation also provides that the 
temporary suspension shall not be con
strued as relieving broadcasters from the 
obligation imposed upon them under the 
Communications Act to operate in the 
public interest. I believe the member
ship of the House will agree that the 
American people expect to have every 
opportunity to observe the major presi
dential and vice-presidential candidates 
during the 1964 campaign by means of 
radio and television. It has been esti
mated that an average of 85 million peo
ple watched the joint Kennedy-Nixon 
television appearances during the 1960 
campaigns. 

The adoption of this legislation will 
assure that the 1964 campaigns of the 
major presidential and vice-presidential 
candidates will receive equally extensive, 
if not even greater, television and radio 
coverage. 

I, therefore, urge the membership of 
the House to support this legislation. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. YouNGER]. 

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this resolution. In ret
rospect we ought to see what happened 
the last time. I voted for this resolution 
in 1960 on the promise that they would 
have debates. The whole argument was 
that we would have grand debates sim
ilar to the Lincoln-Douglas debates. 
What did we get? We got only a glori
fied newspaper interview. That is all it 
was. 

Previously we had exempted such pro
grams as "Meet the Press," "Face the 

Nation," programs of that kind. They 
were already exempt. We had taken care 
of the Lar Daley case by exempting a 
candidate who appeared in a newscast, 
where the appearance was incidental to 
the newscast. So we had taken care 
of those essential matters. The program 
that was presented could have been pre
sented on "Meet the Press" or "Face the 
Nation," which was already exempt and 
it is still exempt. 

The only difference is they had two 
candidates instead of one appeating on 
the program. But they could have had 
two just as well as one. So that from a 
practical standpoint there is absolutely 
no necessity for the adoption of this reso
lution. 

I hate to disagree with our excellent 
chairman about bringing this matter be
fore the Congress at this time, but I think 
there is a very well thought out program 
of bringing it to us at this time, for fear 
that there might well be a third party 
or a third candidate of some prominence 
who could be absolutely excluded from 
any program. 

They talk about this being a matter of 
fairness. Just the other day, if I was 
informed correctly-! did not see the ar
ticle, but it was in Mr. Laurent's column 
in the Post--the present Chairman of 
the FCC recommended that section 315 
be repealed. I want to say to this House 
that if the time ever comes when you 
repeal section 315 you are going to put 
into the hands of the broadcaster the 
election of your Congress, your Senate 
and all of your public omcials, without 
any question. If you want to set up in 
this country a royal family this is the 
way to do it, without any question. And 
tack onto that the recommendation of 
Mr. Minow when he left, to do away with 
the FCC and to put in an administrator 
appointed by the President. This is a 
far-reaching proposal. If you can see 
what is being done here I do not believe 
that this Congress at this time should 
extend this kind of waiver of section 315. 
Every time you whittle away part of it, 
you give to those who want to repeal 315 
a reason for repealing it. That is cer
tainly what has happened. 

The networks came before us with 
the idea that the networks did so . well 
with the last exemption that now we 
should repeal section 315. 

That is the purpose of this present ac
tion. It is the same old story. You 
never saw an alcoholic who did not take 
the first drink. It is the same with this. 
You will never repeal 315 if you hold 
tight to it and do not chisel it away, 
but if you start chiseling it away you are 
surely going to have 315 repealed. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNGER. Yes; I yield gladly to 
my chairman. 

Mr. HARRIS. Does the gentleman 
not feel that the communications media, 
which are a public national resource, 
belong to the people, and are franchised 
through the Commission for their opera
tion, should be used, then, to the best 
advantage of all the people? 

Mr. YOUNGER. In answering my 
chairman, I am so strongly in favor of 
that, and the record will show al'ld the 
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hearings will show that I disagree-with 
the editorializing. I think that the 
broadcasters who came before us, want 
the right to editorialize, and want the 
same right as newspapers, are just as 
wrong as rain, and that right should 
never be granted. 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman knows 
that the question of editorializing is n<>t 
involved here. I will say, though, that 
on July 15 we are going to initiate hear
ings in the Subcommittee on Commerce 
and Power on the q~estion of editorial
izing and other things involved with the 
overall problem. As the gentleman re
members, I told the committee that we 
would have further hearings at the dis
cretion of the subcommittee in order 
that additional points not involved here 
may be considered and decided as the 
committee thinks best. 

Mr. YOUNGER. That is true. The 
gentleman remembers I was going to 
submit an amendment to this joint reso
lution, which I withdrew when the chair
man of our subcommittee promised to 
hold hearings on editorializing. My rec
ord is rather clear on that, as the chair
man of the subcommittee well knows. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. WmNALL]. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port the bill to suspend the equal-time 
provision of the Communications Act 
with respect to the 1964 presidential 
campaign. This is a realistic measure, 
and one which served its purpose well in 
the past. 

This is not, however, a solution to all 
the problems which may arise concern
ing the use of radio and television in a 
presidential campaign. I want to call 
attention, in particular, to the fact that 
no solution has been evolved to solve the 
campaign problem 'Of an incumbent 
President delivering a speech or making 
an appearance on radio or television, 
respecting a subject· of national impor
tance. There is a history of controversy 
on this point which has affected both 
parties. 

In 1936, dm·ing an election year 
Republicans were denied by the net
works an opportunity to reply as they 
chose to President Roosevelt's fireside 
chats. Yet no action was taken by the 
FCC. In 1956, President Eisenhower ad
dressed the Nation on the Suez Crisis, an 
appearance his political opponent Adlai 
Stevenson considered partisan. A re
quest from the networks for a ruling by 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion was met with silence at first, the 
Commission deeming it too complicated 
an issue for an immediate reply. 

Reasonably confused, the networks of 
their own accord then offered the time 
to reply to Mr. Stevenson and to the 
presidential aspirants of the Socialist, 
Socialist Workers, and Socialist Labor 
Parties. The Republican Party, in turn, 
considered this to be a partisan presen
tation, and asked for equal time. The 
day before election, the FCC broke its 
silence .and decided that the speech by 
President Eisenhower did not necessitate 
a reply. Three members formed the 
majority opinion, a fourth contended 
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that no reply was required at any time 
to a Presidential address. Two Com
missioners refused to rule because of the 
complicated nature of the case, and one 
said the equal-time rule applied. The 
networks then offered time to President 
Eisenhower to reply to Mr. Stevenson, 
and the others, but this was declined. 
. Ironically, the man who wrote a ·legal 
memorandum for Mr. Stevenson's posi
tion in this case later became Chairman 
of the FCC, Mr. Minow, left behind a 
number of accomplishments when he re
signed, but the settlement of this prob
lem was not one of them. 

Of com·se, if this suspension of the sec
tion 315 equal time requirement is 
passed, the question of equal time will 
not apply. This fact makes the need for 
setting up some sort of a rule of thumb 
all the more imperative. Certainly, there 
are times when the President should 
have an opportunity to address the Na
tion on a crisis situation without the 
pressure of any additional partisan com
ment. Even here, however, the crisis 
may be such that it will continue over 
into the next administration and the 
people have a right to know what is the 
position and opinion of the man who 
may be the next President, though not 
the incumbent. 

Other problems arise from the length 
of congressional sessions, the possibilities 
of additional Presidential messages and 
press conferences, during an election 
campaign. I would urge the distin
guished gentleman from Arkansas to in
clude in any further probes of the com
munications media the use of political 
broadcasting, taking into consideration 
the problem of the incumbent President. 
Perhaps consultations between the F'CC, 
the committees involved, and the indus
try itself, would be appropriate. Cer
tainly this is the year to settle the prob
lems involved, and to lay the ground 
rules, rather than wait until the inevi
table heat of an election campaign clouds 
the issue. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from lllinois 
[Mr. McCLORYJ. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, the 
resolution under debate would seem to 
help relieve our radio and television sta
tions from an unreasonable control pro
vided by the equal-time requirements of 
section 315. My familiarity is princi
pally with several radio stations which 
might be regarded as small as compared 
to our larger network stations. 

The manner in which section 315 has 
been applied with regard to all nominees 
imperils the licenses of these smaller 
stations in their efforts to apply these 
provisions fairly. As for me, I have con
fidence in the operators of our radio and 
television stations to accord equal time 
to any legally qualified candidates for 
President and Vice President. 

This resolution appears to me to be in 
the int~rest <>f greater freedom for the 
radio and television operators and 
greater freedom for the American people. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I · yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
being a member of the subcommittee 
that studied this legislation, I want to 
state for the record that I am whole
heartedly in support of it. I think it will 
serve a useful purpose, and I hope it 
does pass. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr . 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. BRoY
HILL]. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of House 
Joint Resolution 247. I, along with 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
YoUNGER] and the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. CuNNINGHAM] am a member 
of the Subcommittee on Communications 
and Power, which heard the testimony 
on this joint resolution, and listened with 
interest to the testimony given to the 
committee. 

At the present time, section 315 of the 
Communications Act requires broad
casters to adhere strictly to an equal
time provision in regard to political 
candidates. While in theory the equal
time requirement seems consistent with 
a basic desire to insure fair play and 
full discussion, intlexible application of 
this principle will frustrate the very rea
son for its adoption. 

The problem, of course, is the proper 
coverage of a political contest, and how 
to achieve the maximum of coverage 
with a minimum of unfairness. In 1960 
the Congress examined this question and 
suspended for the 1960 campaign the 
application of section 315, as applied to 
the nominees for President and Vice 
President. Without a doubt the 1960 
campaign was viewed and discussed by 
far more people than ever before. It is 
estimated that untold millions of people 
followed the campaign with interest. 
The section 315 suspension at that time 
encouraged the networks as well as the 
local broadcasters to devote free air time 
to the fullest coverage of the political 
campaign. I say we must lift this re
striction again and take the broadcasters 
out of their straitjacket. The broad
casting industry, I feel, has proven that 
it is responsible and that it will respond 
rapidly to serve the public interest with 
fairness with regard to coverage of the 
presidential campaign. Yes, as the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. RoGERS], the 
chairman of the subcommittee has 
pointed out, some of the broadcasters 
did want to see section 315 repealed en
tirely. The committee heard their views 
but took no action on this question. The 
question is on the repeal of section 315 
only in regard to nominees for President 
and Vice President. I say that this sus
pension is made with the realization 
that the national spotlight will quickly 
reveal any favoritism that might occur 
and that any favoritism will quickly re
flect on the national reputation of any 
network or any station that might be 
involved. 

As everyone knows, the cost of presi
dential campaigns has been increasing 
by leaps and bounds. There is the dan
ger of direct intervention by the Gov-

. ernment in the subsidization of national 
political campaigns unless some means 
are found to reduce these costs. This I 
would resist. 
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So, I believe that this House should 
support House Joint Resolution 247, so 
that the broadcasting industry can again 
voluntarily render a service, at great 
cost to them, which in my opinion, is in 
the national interest. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER]. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, let 
us look at the 1960 campaign. The im
portant thing about it is, did it work? 
This is the first time it was tried. Did 
it work?-that is the test. If we said it 
worked for the Republicans-our candi
date presented his case. If we say it 
worked for the Democrats-it probably 
didalso. · 

I do not think there is anyone here 
who believes that the President now sit
ting in the White House would be there 
without the exposure that he got side 
by side with the Republican candidate. 
May I say to my colleagues on this side 
of the aisle that the only chance you are 
going to have to expose your candidate, 
whoever he is going to be, is going to be 
over these hours which will be allotted in 
1964. It is a very practical matter. It is 
important on this side of the aisle that 
we have time which will be given side by 
side with the candidate in the White 
House. It is my understanding, if I read 
his words correctly, about 3 months after 
he came into om.ce, that he would abide 
by the same rules that we had in 1960 
and that he would meet the Republican 
candidate in debate. It seems to me 
this is a fair proposition. We are talk
ing now about getting before the Ameri
can people the two candidates who have 
a chance to be elected. The purpose 
of this is to get the two big parties ·before 
the electorate to give them a chance to 
see the candidates and know what they 
stand for. 

This is the test and this is why I be
lieved in 1960, when I voted for this, that 
it was good legislation. I believe it is 
just as good legislation in 1963 as it was 
then. I will admit just one thing, the 
networks are going to have to improve 
on the kind of programing that they 
gave us in 1960. I do not believe that 
either party was satisfied with the type 
of programing that was given in 1960. 
The networks have appeared before our 
committee and assured us since then 
that they will improve their programing 
and it will give us a better perspective 
of the candidates in 1964, and that is 
a good thnig. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I 
support this legislation. · 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. I would like to ask 
what right the minority candidate has, 
if we pass this bill now? 

Mr. SPRINGER. May I say that it is 
in the discretion of the networks as to 
the time that they want to give. May 
I say in addition to what the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BENNETT] just men
tioned a moment ago, in many of the 
States the candidates for President who 
were running only 1n that State, were 
exposed. 

In the State of New York you had the 
Liberal Party and several candidates ap
peared on one program. It is in the dis-

. cretion of the networks, but I do not see 
that they are absolutely kept · from ex
posing themselves and having the oppor
tunity to present their case. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. DEVINE]. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, there 
appears to be nothing more permanent 
than legislation which is designated as 
"temporary" by this body. This appears 
to be another "temporary" suspension of 
section 315 of the Federal Communi
cations Commission Act. 

Mr. Chairman, one thing which the 
Members of the House should keep in 
mind is that we are dealing with a public · 
commodity; that is, the air waves that 
are supposed to be under the control of 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion. 

Mr. Chairman, I received a letter in 
the last day or two to the e1Iect that the 
American Civil Liberties Union is 
opposed to this bill. This is the first 
time, I think, in 12 or 13 years of public 
service that I have been on the same 
side as that organization. 

Mr. Chairman, I still feel that this is 
not good legislation. I would invite the 
attention of the Members of the Com
mittee to the minority views, specifically 
as they appear on page 6 of this report. 
Are we going to put in the hands of 
certain persons that have control over 
the networks the decisions as to who are 
the major candidates and who are the 
major parties and what are the major 
issues? 

Mr. Chairman, I quote from page 6 of 
the minority views as contained in the 
committee report: 

Our friends in the broadcasting industry, 
having been given merely a glimpse of power 
in the political arena, are now hungrily 
pursuing its ultimate; the right to hound 
people out of office who do not please them, 
the right to openly groom a successor for an 
official in disfavor, the right to control com
pletely what an official or candidate may say 
to his audience in his own behalf, the right 
to use the airwaves to argue for its own 
political point of view, its own candidates, 
and with impunity. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the key issue in 
this particular legislation. That in my 
opinion is objectionable, and any of us 
can turn on any of the local radio and 
television stations and hear them say 
"this is a TV editorial." It gives this 
right to the local licensee dealing in a 
public commodity, the right to express 
their personal views, but equal time for 
the opposition is not permitted. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NEL~ 
SEN]. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the Committee, I wish to as
sociate myself with the minority views 
that are submitted to this body. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call at
tention to the fact that there have been 
requests for the complete repeal of sec
tion 315. In my judgment such a move 
would be a complete threat to the future 
independent operation of our communi-

cative media. I believe the networks 
should have in mind that perhaps the 
equal time rule may be a protection to 
the networks themselves. When a license 
comes up for renewal, pressure can be 
exerted on them if this goes all the way. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call at
tention to a recent memorandum that 
went out from the Department of Agri
culture to the various ASC committees 
all over the United States just before the 
recent wheat referendum. This memo
randum was issued for the purpose of 
calling to the attention of ASCS commit
teemen the availability of free public 
service time. It pointed out that stations 
would be responsive to suggestions since 
their licenses come up for renewal every 
3 years. It was suggested, of course, that 
care be exercised to avoid giving the im
pression of coercion. 

Mr. Chairman, an article which ap
peared in the June 16 issue of the Minne
apolis Tribune also calls attention to 
pressures that have been put on the sta
tions. I ask that this article by Richard 
Wilson be included at this point ln my 
remarks. 
[From the Minneapolis (Minn.) Tribune, 

June 16, 1963] 
ARM TwiSTING ON A HIGH LEVEL 

(By Richard Wilson) 
Arm twisting, one of the favorite tech

niques of the New Frontier, has been dis
closed on a new and rather more impressive 
level. 

The arm-twisting method was previously 
noted in the steel price controversy, the Cu
ban prisoners deal, and the more benign 
drive for funds for a $30 million national 
cultural center. This technique has at
tained respectability in the Kennedy admin
istration and officials can see nothing wrong 
in it, for they conceive their cause to be 
just. 

The method consists of psychologically 
suggestive pressure on individuals or corpo
rations to support or go along with Govern
ment action. When skillfully applied, the 
individual cannot honestly charge that he 
was threatened with reprisal or tempted by 
rew&rd; he only knows he has been shaken 
up. 

He may have an antitrust suit pending 
and have his mind on this when exposed to 
Government persuasion; but the persuaders, 
of course, say they do not have this in mind 
at all, only the public welfare. 

In the new instance the pressure was per
haps more overt. In fact, it was crude. 
The farm bureaucracy openly and threaten
ingly brought pressure on federally licensed 
radio and TV stations to give free time for 
the Government's version of the issues in 
the national wheat referendum. 

No subtlety was involved. A national 
directive went out to State managers and 
local committeemen of the farm program to 
bring to the attention of radio and TV sta
tions that they are federally licensed for 3 
years only and the renewal of their license 
could depend upon the adequacy of their 
public service programs. This responsibility 
was particularly compelling, it was st~ted, 
with respect to public service agricultural 
programs. 

The innuendo of the directive was amaz
ing. Public service programing, it was 
stated, is promised by radio-TV stations "in 
return for two special favors granted by the 
Government," exclusive use of a broadcast 
frequency, and "the policy of the Govern
ment not to establish federally operated sta
tions in competition with stations being 
operated commercially." Of course, the di
rective added, this does not make stations 
"subject to dictation." 
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The directive was sent out by Ray Fitzger

ald, Deputy Administrator for . State a_nd 
County Operations of the Agricultural 
Stabillzation and Conservation Service, pre
sumably with the approval of Secretary of· 
Agriculture Orv1lle Freeman. 

With vague images evoked of licenses re
voked or Government operated competitors, 
a good many radio and TV stations complied. 
A spot check shows that prime time was 
wangled in Indiana, Kentucky, and Minne· 
sota, and probably elsewhere on a broader 
scale. Some of the stations gave their time 
willingly enough. They wanted just such 
programs. Others felt they were highly 
pressured. 

It might be supposed that this was only in 
the interest of serving the wheat farmers 
with a factual, unbiased view of the issues 
before them. 

But Fitzgerald's directive belies this trust
ing view in one sentence: "As you know, in· 
terests representing one point of view in the 
referendum are blanketing radio and tele
vision statiohs with material in heavy quan
tities. It is not expected that we can match 
the flood of material from this group, which 
is also in a position to buy time. But it is 
essential that we act aggressively to make 
use of public service times of radio and tele
vision stations at times of day when farm 
people are listening." 

Farm people iistened and voted. The Gov
ernment could not get even a majority for 
the adoption of its compulsory control pro
gram for wheat. A two-thirds majority was 
necessary for its adoption. Rather than 
submit either to authoritarian control of 
their farms or the methods of the not-so
hidden persuaders, wheat farmers were ready 
to take the risk of lower income. 

Now the same bureaucracy which had so 
little knowledge of the people it was serving 
has adopted a dog-In-the-manger attitude 
toward new legislation. Wheat farmers 
would readily consider a new program pat
terned after the voluntary programs for feed 
grains coupled with acreage retirement. 

But the bureaucracy still has Its mind on 
arm twisting. Let the farmers suffer a lit
tle and they will come back With their tails 
between their legs. This was a bad tech
nique in the beginning. It is bad now. Mr. 
Kennedy would do well to bring it to an end 
and make a constructive beginning on a new 
wheat program that farmers want. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, if we 
repeal section 315 or whittle away at it 
we can assume, regardless of political 
party, whether we be Democrat or Re
publican, that the licensing of radio and 
television facilities in our country could 
be subject · to pressures exerted on the 
networks and stations to do what is po
litically expected and what would please, 
depending upon who is in power. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe if we continue 
to extend this suspension of 315 we are 
going in the wrong direction as to the 
protection of the networks and as to the 
protection of the public. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan, Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Iowa fMr. SCHWENGEL]. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
have listened with a great deal of interest 
to the discussion here today, and I join 
with those who have made the minority 
views available to us. 

I should like to make one further ob
servation to the Members on my side. If 
the rules herein, implied with this legis
lati~n.- had been applied 1~4 years ago, 
there would be no Republican Party for 
us to belong to. This makes it impossible 
to get minority views that might be good 
views before the public for consideration. 

The public interest nor the best interest 
of freedom· are served by this legislation. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr: STAGGERS]. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the bill after having 
had the assurances of the chairman of 
the subcommittee and the chairman of 
the committee that there will be further 
hearings on this idea of editorializing by 
radio. stations and the unfair tactics of 
some stations of allowing members of a 
political party to come there and attack 
members of the other party without giv
ing them a chance to answer. 

Two Members of Congress came before 
our committee and told of certain sta
tions that allowed people to be attacked 
day after day and day after day on free 
time, and they did not have the time to 
come in and answer. I do not believe 
that should be allowed. We have been 
assured we will have brakes put on that; 
therefore I am in accord with the bill 
we are voting on today. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no 
further requests for time, the Clerk will 
read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved by the Senate and House oj Rep

resentatives of the United States oj America 
in Oo'ngress assembled, That that part of 
section 315(a) of the Communications Act 
of 1934, as amended, which requires any 
licensee of a broadcast station who permits 
any person who is a legally qualified candi
date for any public office to use a broadcast
ing station to afford equal opportunities to 
all other such candidates for that office in 
the use of such broadcastihg station, is sus
pended for the period of the 1964 presi
dential and vice presidential campaigns With 
respect to nominees for the offices of Presi
dent and Vice President of the United States. 
Nothing in the foregoing shall be construed 
as relieving broadcasters from the obligation 
imposed upon them under that Act to op
erate in the public interest. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Page 1, line 9, strike out "period of the 
1964 presidential and vice presidential cam
paigns" and insert "seventy-five-day period 
immediately preceding November 3, 1964,". 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the next committee amendm~mt. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 2, line 2, 

strike out "nominees" and insert "legally 
qualified candidates". 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret that general 
debate on House Joint Resolution 247 
was limited to only 1 hour because it has 
unduly restricted the debate which 
should have been had on this question. 
I also regret, Mr. Chairman, that due 
to conditions over which I had no con
trol it was not possible for me to be 
present at the time this bill was voted out 
of the committee. Ne.ither was it pos
sible for me to be included ill the minority 
views which I whol~heartedly suPPort. 

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly recommend 
that all of our colleag\les _pay very clos.~ 

attention to the minority views as ex
pressed in the committee report. And, 
while this House Joint Resolution 247 
purports to be only a temporary measure, 
I would respectfully suggest that it has 
aU the earmarks of being the entering 
wedge e1fort to make this a complete and 
permanent deletion of section 315. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, such a 'Wide open 
suspension would increase the power and 
the influence and the control which can 
be exercised by the Federal Communica
tions Commission, radio station and 
television station management and the 
networks, at any time, and this generates 
a fear which may or may not be well 
founded but which exists, that the radio 
or television stations whic:t. do not com
ply may run into all kinds of roadblocks 
at the Federal Communications level 
when their renewal licenses come up for 
consideration especially if these radio 
stations and television stations have not 
granted time in accordance with the 
views and desires of some influential per
son. 

I had a circumstance related to me, 
Mr. Chairman, very much along this 
line, and I think it can be well docu
mented. 

It will no doubt be denied publicly, 
Mr. Chairman, but nonetheless, I think 
it is true, that the networks have prac
tically life or death control over the 
financial success or failure of an individ
ual radio or television station. It is my 
impression that an individual radio or 
television station cannot remain a profit
able operation unless it receives network 
programs. Thus it becomes an obliga
tion upon an affiliated radio or television 
station to carry a network program 
whether or not the subject of the pro
gram and its contents appeals to the 
local stations. With this kind of a 
stranglehold, and if section 315 is deleted, 
the networks could become a tremendous 
if not overpowering influence in deter
mining the election of the :President of 
the United States or the election of any 
other public official who might be in
cluded in any future broadening of such 
a program. 

Now, again I say to my colleagues, it 
is my understanding that the approval 
of this bill today is but the beginning of 
an e1fort to get a complete deletion of 
section 315 from the Federal Communi
cations Act, as amended, and I submit 
this is not in the best public interest. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to disapprove this resolution, House 
Joint Resolution 247. 

Mr. Wn.LIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, if I had been told 20 
years ago that there would be legisla
tion before this House. which had for its 
purpose a restriction on free speech, I 
would have thought such a suggestion 
completely fantastic. 

Voltaire has been quoted here many 
times, even by tqose who supp01t this 
legislation in this House when he said, 
in effect, "I may· not ·agree with what you 
say; but I will defen<l t9 the death your 
right to say it." This bill certainly can
not be reconciled ,iii · the light or" that 
statement. · · · 
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· The gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. BROYHILL], . a few minutes ago, 
speaking in support of this legislation, 
said that its purpose was to provide a 
maximum of political coverage with a 
minimum of unfairness. I submit, Mr. 
Chairman, that the very purpose of this 
legislation is the exact opposite: to pro
vide a minimum of coverage with a max
imum of unfairness. 

The name of a man out in Chicago, 
Lar Daly, has been brought into this 
discussion. Now, I do not know who Lar 
Daly is, and I do not much care, but if 
under the laws of the State of Illinois 
Lar Daly, being an American citizen, had 
qualified as a candidate for public omce, 
who are we to say that Lar Daly does 
not have the right to exercise the same 
rights and prerogatives that any other 
American citizen has who is running for 
public omce? 

Now, I have seen the manner in which 
the Federal Communications Commis:
sion administers their rule of fairness. 
As a matter of fact, I have had some ex
perience with this. I have been the vic
tim of one of their blackmail operations 
in one of my campaigns. I have seen 
the way that they administer the rule of 
equal time. Just the other day, when the 
President went on the radio and propa
gandized his civil rights bill, the oppo
nents of that preposterous legislation 
were denied equal time to plead their 
case. 

As bad as the FCC administration of 
the fairness doctrine and the equal time 
doctrine is, I trust their administration 
much more than I do that of CBS 
Frank Stanton, NBC's Mr. Sarnoff, or 
Mr. Moore of ABC. I know it is said that 
the stations themselves govern this, but 
everybody knows that the stations can
not divorce themselves from the net
works. 

If I remember correctly, back in 1948 
we had a campaign for President. To 
read the newspapers back in that day, 
and to read the Gallup polls you would 
have thought there was but one major 
candidate in the race, and no one else 
could win. If this bill had been in effect 
in that day, they could even have cut off 
Harry Truman from radio and television 
because nobody thought he was really a 
serious candidate. Even so, he surprised 
nearly everyone in America by winning 
by a wide margin. At the time of the 
conventions he may not have been a 
major candidate, but he became a major 
candidate. 

Mr. Chairman, who is to make the de
termination as to who is a major can
didate? Is it to be a matter of congres
sional policy? Is it to be a matter which 
is to be determined by the people? No. 
Under this bill three people will deter
mine :who will be the major candidates . . 
Those people are General Sarnoff of 
NBC, Mr. Frank Stanton of CBS, and 
Mr. Tom Moore of ABC, and that is too 
much power to put in the hands of any
one. As far as I am concerned any can
didate, no matter now minor he might 
be, so long as he is a legally qualified 
candidate, has the same rights, privi
leges, and immunities as any other can
didate for the omce that he seeks, no 
matter how little his chances of election 
may be. 

I hope this legislation, Mr. Chairman, 
is defeated. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RYAN of New 

York: Page 1, beginning with line 9, strike 
out all down through "United States." .in 
line 4 on page 2 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: "is suspended for the seventy
five-day period immediately preceding No
vember 3, 1964, in the case of any program 
in which the presidential candidates of the 
Democratic and Republican Parties, or any 
other legally qualified candidates for Presi
dent, are presented together." 

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, as I understand the purpose of the 
bill before us today, it is to provide op
portunity for the candidates for Presi
dent to debate the issues in the same way 
in which the presidential candidates in 
1960 debated. I have offered this amend
ment to make sure that in doing this, in 
trying to achieve this objective, we allow 
for television debates, but we do not at 
the same time eliminate the equal time 
requirement for all broadcasts involving 
the presidential and vice-presidential 
campaigns. In other words, my amend
ment would suspend the equal time pro
vision only for joint appearances between 
presidential candidates, joint appear
ances between the Democratic candidate 
and the Republican candidate, or joint 
appearances between any two or more 
legally qualified candidates. This, it 
seems to me, meets the purpose of the 
proposed bill. It provides an opportunity 
for the kind of debate which was so 
worthwhile, and instructive, and con
structive during the 1960 presidential 
election, and at the same time preserves 
for every other facet of the campaign 
the law as it now stands requiring equal 
time for all candidates. · . 

I hope that this amendment will meet 
with approval. I seriously believe that 
the proposal to which it is offered as an 
amendment, the original proposal, is 
entirely too broad and leaves complete 
discretion in the hands of the broad
casters. It can have the effect of pre
venting third party candidates or other 
candidates from having the opportunity 
to present their views before the Amer
ican people. 

Mr. Chairman, it is vital to our demo
cratic system that the electorate be af
forded the opportunity to consider all 
candidates and the pros and cons of all 
issues. Broadcasting is a principal 
source of such information. First radio 
and then television have become power
ful political instruments. Section 315 
of the Federal Communications Act was 
enacted to insure equal treatment for 
all candidates. If the pending bill is 
passed, not only third party candidates 
but the major party candidates will be 
dependent upon the discretion of the 
broadcasters. Broadcasting is a public 
trust which should be subject to public 
regulation. Freedom of expression for a 
minority point of view should be pro
tected. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. RYAN of New York. I yield to the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee. 

Mr. HARIUS. What does the gentle
man mean by his amendment when he 
says "are presented together"? Does 
that mean that if there are half a dozen 
candidates for President and Vice Pres
ident they have all got to be on the stage 
together? 

Mr. RYAN of New York. No, sir; it 
means that any two candidates must be 
presented together. 

Mr. HARRIS. That is not what the 
amendment says. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. That is my 
intention. The key word is "or." 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman says in 
his amendment, "in the case of any pro
gram in which the presidential candi
dates of the Democratic and Republican 
Parties, or any other legally qualified 
candidates for President, are presented 
together." · 

In other words, if you had 18 candi
dates, as you did in 1956, I suppose the 
amendment would mean, if they were all 
recognized as legally qualified candi
dates, that all 18 would have to be pre
sented together. Is that the interpreta
tion of it? 

Mr. RYAN of New York. My inter
pretation is that this would apply to the 
75 days, as the joint resolution does, be
fore the election. It would apply to 
those presidential candidates who were 
legally designated by the Democratic and 
Republican Parties or any other legally 
qualified candidates. And if any two of 
these candidates agreed to appear to
gether, then there would be an exemp
tion from the equal-time provision. 

Mr. HARRIS. In my judgment that 
is not what the amendment says. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. I would be 
happy to accept any language the dis
tinguished chairman feels would express 
that purpose more adequately. I be
lieve this does express that purpose. The 
word "or" means what it says. The 
language does not say "and," I might 
point out. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. RYAN of New York. Gladly. 
Mr. HARRIS. I am opposed to the 

amendment and therefore I have no 
language to suggest to the gentleman 
that would be satisfactory to me. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. I suspected 
that was the case, Mr. Chairman. How
ever, I do think that the colloquy between 
the distinguished chairman of the com
mittee and myself has made it clear, if 
the language does not--I believe the 
language does-make it clear what my 
intention is. This would certainly guide 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion in administering the act. I hope 
we can limit the suspension of equal 
time to the debate proposition. 

Mr. BENNETT of . Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN of New York. I am glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I think 
the gentleman would accomplish the 
purpose he seeks by his amendment by 
simply voting against the bill. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. If the bill 
is not amended, I intend to vote against 
it. On the other hand, it has been 
argued that without some amendment 
to section 315 the broadcasters would not 
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provide a ·forum for debate. So the· real 196.4 certainly we could correct it in 1965. 
purpose of this amendment is to pro- We did not find it necessary to correct 
vide that forum. in 1961 what was done in 1960. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr. Chairman, ·I So I hope this amendment will be de-
rise in opposition to the amendment. feated, because we do not want to kill 

Mr. Chairman, I rise not only in oppo- · what the committee has intended, effect
sion to the amendment of the gentleman ing the regulation, for once, by the Con
from New York [Mr. RYAN] but ·in sup- gress. Not only that, but we do not 
port of the bill, because it has been my want to give. stature to someone who may 
basic philosophy here to legislate in a become a presidential candidate and de
way that whenever we can we· avoid reg- mand that he be put on the radio or tele
ulation of any industry-and I refer in vision with those men who are candidates 
this instance particularly to the commu- of the Republican and Democratic 
nications industry-when we do so we are Parties, and give stature to people who 
accomplishing something in the interest do not deserve it and who are running 
of free enterprise in this country. As I only to get publicity or getting the time 
understand the conditions today we have which the gentleman's amendment would 
on the one hand a free press, which is require. I certainly think he does not 
free to give time or to give editorial sup- want that, and I hope the amendment 
port or perhaps editorial criticism, or will be defeated. 
perhaps to slant news, if it wants to slant Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
it for or against any public official, and Chairman, will the gentleman yield? · 
this freedom is far too often abused; On Mr. HEMPHILL. I yield. 
the other hand, we have the Federal Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. The 
Communications Commission, sitting as gentleman says that these minority 
it were as a monitor or a policeman parties we have been talking about do 
on top of the communications industry not deserve any consideration. Does the 
which has to compete with the news- gentleman think that whether they de
paper industry, compete every day. serve · consideration or not should be 

In 1960, in order to give that industry within the discretion of the broadcasting 
a chance to prove what it could do for industry? 
the American people in bringing to the Mr. HEMPHILL. I think we should 
American people the messages from the go to the pending legislation, on page 2, 
candidates for President of the United lines 4, 5, 6, and 7, which requires that 
States, we suspended the provisions of the station act in the public interest. 
section 315 for the debate which has They deserve consideration, but they 
now become a part of our political must earn stature. 
history. Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. In 1956, 

I do not think the gentleman from the so-called other parties got 11 hours 
New York wants this, but if the gentle- and 45 minutes' time on the radio. 
man's amendment is adopted its effect When we suspended that section in 1960 
would be to kill this bill which the com- they got 10 minutes, in toto. Does the 
mittee has worked out. It will cast into gentleman consider that to be in the 
the trash can the bill which the com- public interest? 
mittee has approved. Not only that, I Mr. HEMPHILL. I did not hear any 
fear that the amendment as written, kick about it. The public did not de
whether voluntarily or involuntarily, mand any more time for them. 
will give stature to those candi(iates to Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. There 
whom nobody wants to give stature, such was no kick about it at the time. 
as candidates of the Communist Party, h · 
the Socialist Party, and some others, Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. C airman, 
time, publicity, and stature they do not I rise in opposition to the amendment. 
deserve. That is what this amendment Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
will do if it does not kill this legislation. gentleman yield? 

It seems to me there is an opportunity Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
here not only in opposing this amend- gentleman. 
ment but in passing this legislation to Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, . I ask 
say to the American people that con- unanimous consent that all debate on 
gress in its wisdom, having had the ex- this amendment, and all amendments 
perience of 1960, in keeping with the free thereto, close in 5 minutes. 
enterprise idea of America, because of The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
its previous experience will use that ex- to the request of the gentleman from 
perience in 1964 to see whether or not Arkansas? 
in the future, and this would be my hope, There was no objection. 
section 315 of the Federal Communica- Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
tions Act would be entirely unneces- I think this amendment ought to be de
sary. feated. It is a nuisance amendment and 

We must not forget that if we were to it would cut the heart out of the bill. It 
delete the entire section we still have will serve no useful purpose. As a mem
the regulatory commission, which I hope ber of the subcommittee, may I say we 
will continue as an arm of the Congress, studied this legislation carefully. We 
and the communications industry recog- heard many witnesses. · Perhaps some 
nizes, because I have talked to many of of the Members were not on the :floor 
them, that if they abuse any of their when the details of the bill were dis
privileges not only can they be faced cussed today but this is a very simple 
with the loss or delay of their license re- proposition. We want to have, or at 
newal when it is called up, but the Fed- least some of us want to have, a con
era! Communications Commission has frontation between the candidates for 
certain rulemaking power, the Congress President and Vice· President of the 
is still sitting, the Congress is meeting United States, that is, the candidates of 
every year, and if this were abused in the two major political parties. 

. In order to have this co~frontation, 
sometimes called debates, we have need 
for. this .legislatic:m because if this legis
lation is not passed,. . there will be no 
debates . or confrontation between the 
two nominees of the two major political 
parties. The reason for that is we will 
have to enforce the equal time provision, 
and if a network or station would have 
to give time to all candidates, it would 
be an impossible situation and would re
sult in no time given to any candidate. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is cer
tainly making a very appropriate state
ment. I would like to say, with the per
mission of the gentleman however, that 
this is not a requirement that the candi
dates must have such confrontation. It 
is a voluntary thing and an arrangement 
that must be worked out with the candi
dates themselves. That, of course, adds 
to the rule and doctrine of fairness that 
must be applied. 
. Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The distin
guished Chairman is absolutely right. 
The point I was trying to make is that if 
we do not pass this legislation, there will 
be requests made by a score of minority 
party candidates, candidates like the 
Socialist Party candidate for President 
or the Vegetarian Party or the Prohibi
tion Party and all of the other nuisance 
groups that are trying to get publicity. 
If a network or radio station is con
fronted with such requests, they are 
going to have to turn them all down in
cluding those of the two nominees for 
the major political parties. So the only 
way we are going to be able to hear de
bates and have this confrontation be
tween the nominees of the Democratic 
and Republican Party is to pass this leg
islation. If we do not pass it, there will 
not be any public debates and confron
tations such as we had in the 1960 cam
paign. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. If the gen
tleman had listened to the remarks I 
made in support of my amendment, he 
would realize that the very purpose of 
my amendment is to exempt from the 
equal time provisions of the law presi
dential debates and confrontations 
which are a part of the democratic 
process. We looked at them in 1960, 
and we are looking forward to them in 
1964. The very purpose of my amend
ment is to exempt such debates by presi
dential candidates and to provide that 
no equal time is required to be given 
where there are debates between presi
dential candidates. Otherwise the law 
is kept intact. If the intent of the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce is to provide an opportunity for 
debates between presidential candidates, 
then my amendment will accomplish 
the purpose. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen
tleman. But I do think this 'is a nuisance 
amendment and would-knock the heart 
out of this bill and I recommend that 
the amendment be defeated. 
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Mr. BENNET!' of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman. will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. BENNET!' of Michigan. The gen
tleman from Nebraska is a very able and 
distinguished member of our committee. 
However~ I cannot agree with him that if 
this bill is not passed, we could not have 
Presidential debates. There is nothing 
under present law to prevent the net
works and the candidates from getting. 
together and arranging for the same 
identical kind of debates as were ar
ranged for in tlle .1960 campaign. There 
is not a single solitary thing in the pres
ent law that would prevent that. So if 
the gentleman thinks that without thiS 
bill there will be no debates, I am sure he 
is honestly mistaken in his views. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I do not think 
the gentleman from Nebraska is mis
taken. The eft'ect of this is that it will 
facilitate debates, and if it is not passed, 
the networks will not assume the respon
sibility of providing equal time for per
haps a dozen major and minor party 
candidates anci, therefore, there will not 
be any debates or confrontations. This 
legislation is endorsed by the two great 
political parties, by Mr. Bailey of the 
Democratic National Committee and by 
Mr. Miller of the Republican National 
Committee. This has nationwide sup
port. We want to hear our two major 
political Presidential nominees. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of the 
amendment and the passage of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is 
on the amendment of the gentleman 
from New York. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the 1·equisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, let us straighten the 
record on the testimony. If the mem
bers of the Committee will read the 
testimony, they will :find nothing in the 
record that the networks said they 
would improve the program. As a mat
ter of fact, they cannot improve the 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say in 
honesty to the networks that they did 
want the debates; they would have pre
ferred a debate, but the two candidates 
in 1960 would not agree. The only kind 
of a program they would agree on was 
this press interview. That same press 
interview could have been had on "Meet 
the Press" and it can be had today on 
"Meet the Press" or "Face the Nation," 
or any similar program that is already 
on the networks. 

So, Mr. Chairman, there is not one 
thing to be gained by this resolution 
that is not possible and legal today under 
the present law to put on the same kind 
of a program that we listened to in 1960, 
because the "Meet the Press•• program 
can have both candidates present and 
they can have them interviewed and 
questioned by the press. That is all in 
the world that we had in 1960, so let us 
have the re.cord straight on that question 
as to what would be accomplished by the 
passage of this resolution. 

. Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNGER. Yes.; I will be glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Iowa. ' 

Mr. GROSS. I have been amazed to 
hear this argument that there cannot or 
will not be a confrontation of presiden
tial candidates unless this bill is enacted. 
I just do not understand this line of 
argument. 

What is to prevent there being a con
frontation on television or radio? What 
is to prevent it? 

Mr. YOUNGER. Nothing except the 
unwillingness of the candidates to meet; 
that is all. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me in order to re
spond to the question of the gentleman 
from Iowa? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Mississippi. He was on his 
feet :first. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it not a fact that 
this legislation rather than providing a 
vehicle by which the public can become 
better informed actually restricts in
formation that would be given to the 
public by eliminating from the air cer
tain viewpoints which the public cer
tainly could well consider? 

Mr. YOUNGER. I think that is true. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield further? 
Mr. YOUNGER. Yes. 
Mr. GROSS. What happens to this 

doctrine about which we hear so much 
of equal rights if we adopt this bill? 

Mr. YOUNGER. I think you will 
have the airwaves segregated. 

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, if this is so good-! ask the 
question a while ago and got no answer 
to it-why not go down the line and take 
in all of the candidates, the candidates 
of the Vegetable Party and the Sons and 
Daughters of I Will Arise, and those who 
are running against Members of Con
gress? Why not? Why not the same 
rule all the way down? I am not for 
this kind of manipulation as is contained 
in this bill. 

Mr. YOUNGER. I think what is good 
for the goose ought to be good for the 
gander. 

Mr. GROSS. Certainly. 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. YOUNGER. Yes, I yield to the 

distinguished chairman of the commit
tee. 

Mr. HARRIS. I was going to attempt 
from a very practical and realistic stand- · 
point to answer the question of the gen
tleman from Iowa. There are two things 
which would prevent a confrontation of 
the major candidates. No.1 is that they 
are not likely going to agree to appear 
on the same program where the parties 
have to pay for it. No. 2, it means that 
$2 million has to go into such a pro
gram. That is a rather rigid restric
tion, in my judgment. 

Mr. YOUNGER. May I answer the 
chairman by saying that I am rather 
positive that the program, "Meet the 
Press," will be very happy to have both 
candidates before them, and also the 

other programs such as "Face the Na
tion" will be glad to have them. And 
that with the $1,000-a-plate dinners I 
think the parties can well afford to buy 
the time, if that is necessary. There is 
no guarantee in the passage of this bill 
that you will have anything at all in 
the way of the two candidates appear
ing, because that depends on whether 
the candidates themselves will agree. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
mov:e to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Arkansas. 
· Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section conclude in 10 minutes. 

Mr. wn.LIAMS. That is not on the 
bill as a whole? 

Mr. HARRIS. On this section. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I ob
ject. 

Mr. HARRIS. This does not include 
the time of the gentleman from Illinois. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, let 

me see if I can be helpful in getting this 
minority thing straightened out. 

May I say that by this legislation there 
is not any guarantee of anything. There 
was not any guarantee of anything in 
the legislation of 1960. But the net
works did assure us in 1960 that they 
would do their best to have these debates 
if the two candidates would be willing 
to come on the program. 

As the gentleman from California 
said, there is no guarantee and there 
will not be any guarantee if you pass this 
bill. If you can get the President and 
the Republican nominee to agree, there 
will be confrontation. That is all there 
was in 1960. But I think the President 
did say about 3 or 4 months after he 
came into office, after his brother had 
said he would not appear, the President 
said, "I will appear/' and I think the · 
President means to keep his word. We 
will see that the candidates will con
front each other in 1964. 

Let us come to the minority matter 
and show why it is impractical to do 
anything if you insist that every small 
party. regardless of its size, insists on 
being heard. I think the chairman told 
you that the three together cost about $3 
million, including NBC, ABC, and CBS. 
If you want to multiply that by 12 more, 
and there were 12 other parties that 
were on one State ticket that ran na
tionwide in the last election, if you want 
to multiply that 3 by 12, it is 36. 

May I say if you are going to allow the 
other 12 minority parties, some of whom 
appeared in only one State of the Union, 
to have equal time, which they are now 
entitled to under the act, it would cost 
the networks $36 million. Naturally, 
they are not going to agree to give equal 
time to every party when it demands 
time. 
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The purpose of this legislation is to get 

before the American people the two 
nominees who have a chance to be 
elected in 1964. That is about as prac
tical legislation as I know. 

Mr. Chairman, this has been sup
ported editorially from coast to coast. I 
have not seen an editorial against it. 
There may be some to which the Mem
bers may refer, but all of the editorials 
I have seen, and I think I have read 
them all on the rack out here, have sup
ported it. They supported it in 1960 and 
they will support it in 1964 because they 
believe that is the only way the Ameri
can people can see the two candidates of 
the two major parties confront each 
other, and they can then decide after 
seeing them on television which one of 
those candidates they want. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gentle
man from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. I merely want to say 
and emphasize what the gentleman has 
just said, the practical situation that the 
committee had to consider when we were 
asked to extend this suspension to other 
candidates for omce. The gentleman 
knows we considered extending it to 
candidates for Governor, to candidates 
for the U.S. Senate, and to the candidates 
as Members of the House, and even on 
down to the smaller candidates on the 
local level. There is not enough time, 
there are not enough hours in the day 
if that requirement is carried out for any 
facility, even if it devoted all 24 hours 
to the innumerable candidates that exist. 

We had some discussion of what hap
pened in New York, in that particular 
area where we had Members of Congress 
in the great State of New York, in one 
small area. If the facilities were to be 
opened there would not be enough time 
during the day to give time to all candi
dates, much less if you limited it to the 
major candidates of the two parties. 

Mr. SPRINGER. May I say to the dis
tinguished chairman that in the State of 
New York, because I saw it on TV, there 
were broadcasts for presidential minority 
candidates where they were actually on 
the ballot in the State of New York. The 
networks did not .exclude everybody. 
They did try to give some of these minor
ity parties hearings in the States where 
they were on the ballot. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BENNETT]. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, the argument that has been 
made here repeatedly by my distin
guished chairman and others is-and it 
is repeating the argument that the net
works made-and that came up in our 
hearings and elsewhere-that if you sus
pend this, you take less out of the treas
uries of the Democratic and the Republi
can Parties. Well, that is just not the 
case. In 1956 the networks, both on 
radio and television, gave more free time 
than they did in 1960 after you sus
pended this. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Yes; but 
I have only 2 minutes. 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman quoted 
these figures a moment ago, and I read to 
the House the statement of Mr. Stanton. 
He is president of the Columbia Broad
casting System, and certainly he knows 
or should know how much time CBS gave 
to or devoted or made available for this 
purpose both in 1956 and 1960. He said 
that "In 1960 the CBS radio and tele
vision networks"-! do not know what 
the gentleman's figures are or where they 
are from. This is the CBS networks 
figures. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I got 
mine from the FCC, the list being pre
pared by our staff. I am certain their 
figures are correct. 

Mr. HARRIS. Well, this is from the 
network itself that operates it: 

In 1960 the CBS radio and television net
works devoted a total of 16%, hours to per
sonal appearances of the Democratic and 
Republican presidential and vice-presiden
tial candidates, at no charge to them. This, 
compared to 36 minutes in 1956. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS]. 

Mr. HARRIS. "This," Dr. Stanton 
said, "compared to 36 minutes in 1956." 
Now, that certainly does not jibe with 
what the gentleman stated. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Well, I 
got these :figures from the Federal Com
munications Commission. If the Federal 
Communications Commission has given 
me the wrong information, that is not 
my fault. . 

Mr. HARRis: If the gentleman will 
permit, I think where the discrepancy is, 
the Federal Communications Commission 
is not only reporting on the time the 
candidates used but time representatives 
of candidates used. This d6es not extend 
to representatives of candidates. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. This is 
network time used by presidential can
didates and representatives in their be
half in the years cited. 

Mr. HARRIS. I quoted the statement 
of the president of the Columbia Broad
casting System. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. In this 
instance, I will take the word of FCC 
rather than the Columbia Broadcasting 
System. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. BROYHILLJ. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, it would appear there is 
much made over the fact that under the 
present regulations, present law, the 
stations could cover the activities of can
didates with bona fide news coverage. 
This is true. But, the fact remains that 
the networks and the broadcasters 
stated in the hearings, that they wanted 
to use new innovations, they wanted to 
use new methods of presenting candi
dates to the American people. 

I feel we should give the broadcasters 
this opportunity. I want to make it 
clear again that this legislation is only 
involved with the presidenial and vice 
presidential candidates and, when we 
say candidates, we mean these candi
dates only, and not local candidates and 
local contests. 

I would like to say that in participat
ing in that 1960 election and in listen
ing to all of the hearings, that I feel 
that the networks were fair and they 
should be given another opporturiity to 
prove they can do a good job. · I cer
tainly hope that this House will vote for 
this legislation. ' · 

The CHAIRMAN. The ·gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. DEVINE] is recognized. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, section 
315 of the Federal Communications Act 
is either good legislation or bad. It has 
been approved by this House heretofore 
and the efforts here today are again, as 
they were in the 1960 campaign, to sus
pend these provisions as they relate to 
presidential and vice-presidential can
didates. I think there is a clue that re
ftects on what some of the Members have 
been saying about who is going to con
trol air time and what candidates will 
appear and what will be said. That ap
pears in the first full paragraph on page 
2 of the report which says, in effect: 

The Federal Communications Commission 
shall require broadcasting stations and net
works to make such reports • • • on the 
effect of this legislation on the 1964 presi
dential and vice-presidential campaigns. 

The broadcasters, Mr. Stanton, Mr. 
Sarnoff, and Mr. Moore, will make are
port to the Congress or to the Federal 
Communications Commission on the ef
fect of this legislation. Are they the 
ones also to adjudge what the effect of 
the legislation will be? That is a pur
view of the Congress of the United States, 
but here we are telling them, "You fel
lows decide who is going to have what 
time and who is to address the American 
people, and you make your report to the 
Congress and the Federal Communica
tions Commission of what the effect has 
been." You can well imagine what the 
broadcasters and persons who have a 
monetary interest in this are going to 
report to the Federal Communications 
Commission and the Congress. 

I say this is a bad bill and should be 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 2. The Federal Communications Com

mission shall require broadcast stations and 
networks to make such reports as may be 
necessary to enable the Commission to make 
a detailed report to the Congress not later 
than May 1, 1965, on: (1) The effect of the 
suspension of the equal opportunities re
quirement of section 315 on the 1964 presi
dential and vice presidential campaigns, in
cluding information concerning requests for 
time, amount of time made available (in
cluding amount of free time, time paid for 
by candidates or political organizations, and 
time paid for by others), total charges, rates, 
editorializing, distribution of time during 
various phases of the campaigns, and 
clearance by individual stations of network 
program concerning the candidates or the 
issues, and (2) the role of broadcast stations 
and networks in other political campaigns 
during 1964. 

Mr. KORNEGAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. · · 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of . the 
bill and wish to bring one matter to the· 
attention of the House. Under the 
minority views I have been quoted by 
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my good friends and colleagues who rep
resent the minority on this particular 
resolution. For their quotes, I am, of 
course, very grateful, but at the same 
time ! .would like to make it abundantly 
clear that I am in support of this resolu
tion, and I urge its adoption by the 
House. The quote which has been 
c·redited to me appears on page 5 of the 
Committee report anq it ·says: 

It boils down to the question of who is 
going to determine what ~he issues in a cam
paign are. Are the candidates going to do 
it or are the television and radio stations 
going to do it? 

The statement was made by me during 
a colloquy with Gov. Leroy Collins 
and after which Governor Collins had 
advocated the complete repeal of section 
315. It was the view of the committee 
that section 315 should certainly not be 
repealed, but I say to the House that this 
resolution merely exempts it in one par
ticular instance-in the case of presi
dential and vice presidential elections 
for 1964. Whether or not the networks 
will be fair is a question that seems to 
have been raised here today. Let me 
simply say this: And I quote from Gov
ernor Collins, who, of course, represents 
the broadcasting industry but certainly 
is a man of great honor and integrity, 
when he said: 

He is bound under the law without sec
tion 316 to operate in the public interest 
and to be fair in the presentation of his 
whole programing schedule. 

What are the reasons for the adoption 
of this resolution? Why does it make 
good sense on this occasion to suspend 
the operation of section 315 in the case 
of the presidential and vice-presidential 
race? There is tremendous concern 
throughout this country, and I am sure 
that concern is extended to both the Re
publican and Democratic Parties, over 
the expense of putting on presidential 
campaigns. As has been pointed out in 
the debate today, if we pass this resolu
tion it will mean a saving of approxi
mately $2 million to the major political 
parties of this country, money that can 
well be spent by those parties in other 
areas and for other purposes. 

And as our chairman has so ably 
pointed out it is a question of whether 
or not the major candidates will be·put 
on the air. When there are a number of 
minor candidates, with the equal-time 
provision in e1fect, the networks are ex
tremely reluctant to extend time to any 
of them, due to the constant harassment 
to which they would be subjected. So if 
we are to get the major candidates be
fore the country as is so necessary in 
this day and time certainly this is the 
waytodoit. 

I urge that this resolution be adopted. 
Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take 
this opportunity to inquire something of 
the distinguished chairman of the com
mittee. As I understand, the resolution 
provides· only for the Offices of President 
and Vice President. Yet in paragraph 2 
of section 2 you have the language "the 

role of broadcast stations and networks 
in other political campaigns during 
1964." 

What is the purpose·of that if this is 
to apply only to the Office of President 
and Vice President? · 

Mr. HARRIS. The first section of the 
resolution is applicable to the purposes 
that brought this resolution to the at
tention of the committee and the House. 
The second section is to meet some of the 
appropriate criticism that we have ex
perienced in campaigns with reference 
to the requirements of stations to file 
with the Federal Communications Com
mission reports of political broadcasts by 
that station. This was brought on prin
cipally by the activity of the committee 
in the other body, which was a continu
ing committee, to look into these matters 
during the recent campaign, and the 
difficulties that they had in the immedi
ate campaign with reference to reports 
being filed with the Federal Communica
tions Commission. So the purpose of 
this is to require the stations to file with 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion these reports in connection with all 
of their political broadcasts. An effort 
was made by the FCC to get this infor
mation and it has finally got it. 

Just a few days ago a voluminous re
port was filed with the Congress showing 
just how these facilities were used all 
over the country in connection with 
political broadcasts in 1962. 

Mr. HARSHA. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to clear 
up one question with the chairman of 
the committee, if I may. I have listened 
to the debate with a great deal of in
terest. I have frequently heard the 
phrase "legally qualified candidates" be
ing used by almost every speaker. It is 
still not clear in my mind what a "legally 
qualified candidate" might be. One 
speaker indicated that that would be de
termined by State law. Another indi
cated the Federal Communications Com
mission or the major communication 
networks would decide. Reference was 
also made to the fairness doctrine. Can 
the gentleman clear this up for my 
benefit? 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is quite 
familiar with the selection of candi
dates by the national parties. There 
have been conventions or other methods 
of selecting candidates of minority 
parties in the past. The networks, of 
course, take cognizance of this fact. If 
there is any party with a candidate with 
substantial support, they endeavor under 
the fairness rule to give some attention 
to him. As was stated a moment. ago, 
under the laws of the State of New York 
there was a minority candidate for Pres
ident and as I understand time was made 
available. Insofar as the application to 
the Nation is concerned, where we do 
not have any Federal law as such on it, 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion has in its rules and regulations 
definitions of a legally qualified candi
date. It is the definition of the Federal 

Communications Commission that is 
·followed. Certainly it is not left up to 
the networks altogether to decide. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. I thank the gentle
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. DENTON, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 247) to suspend for 
the 1964 campaign the equal-opportunity 
requirements of section 315 of the Com
munications Act of 1934 for nominees for 
the Offices of President and Vice Presi
dent, pursuant to House Resolution 402, 
he reported the joint resolution back to 
the House with sundry· amendments 
adopted by the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of the 
joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time, and was 
read the third time. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the joint resolution? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I am, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman quai
i:fies. The Clerk will report the motion 
to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. BENNETT of Michigan moves to recom

mit House Joint Resolution 247 to the House 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion to 
recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. -
The question was taken; and on a 

division <demanded by Mr. GRoss), there 
were-ayes 46, noes 97. 

So the motion to recommit was · re
jected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present and 
make a point of order that a quorum is 
not present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Michigan objects to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present. 
Evidently, a quorum ls not present. 

The Deorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the 
roll. 
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The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 263, nays 126, answered 
"present" 1, not voting 42, as follows: 

[Roll No. 85] 

Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson 
Arends 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Baker 
Baring 
Bass 
Bates 
Battin 
Becker 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett, Fla. 
Berry 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonner 
Brademas 
Bray 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Blfrke 
Burkhalter 
Burleson 
Byrne,Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cahill 
Cameron 
Cannon 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Chenoweth 
Clark 
Conte 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Davis, Ga. 
Delaney 
Denton 
Derwinski 
Dingell 
Dole 
Donohue 
Dorn 
Downing 
Dulski 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Everett 
Evins 
Fallon 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fisher 
Flood 
Fogarty 
Ford 
Fountain 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton, Pa. 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Fuqua 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gavin 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Glenn 
Gonzalez 
Goodell 
Grabowski 
Gray 

Abbitt 
Abele 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Alger 
Andrews 
Ashbrook 

YEA8-263 
Green, Oreg. Olsen, Mont. 
Green, Pa. O'Neill 
Gr111ln Osmers 
Griftiths Ostertag 
Gubser Passman 
Hagen, Calif. Patman 
Halleck Patten 
Hanna Pelly 
Hansen Pepper 
Harding Perkins 
Hardy Philbin 
Harris Pilcher 
Harrison Pirnie 
Harsha Poage 
Harvey, Ind. Poff 
Harvey, Mich. Pool 
Healey Price 
Hechler Pucinski 
Hemphill Purcell 
Holifield Randall 
Holland Reid, N.Y. 
Horan Reifel 
Horton Rhodes, Ariz. 
Hull Rhodes, Pa. 
Hutchinson Riehlman 
!chord Rivers, Alaska 
Jarman Roberts, Tex. 
Jennings Robison 
Jensen Rodino 
Johnson, Calif. Rogers, Colo. 
Johnson, Wis. Rogers, Fla. 
Jonas Rogers, Tex. 
Jones, Ala. Rooney 
Jones, Mo. Rostenkowski 
Karsten Roush 
Karth Ryan, Mich. 
Keith St Germain 
Kelly Saylor 
Kilgore Schneebeli 
King, Calif. Schweiker 
Kirwan Secrest 
Kluczynski Shipley 
Knox Shriver 
Kornegay Sibal 
Laird Sickles 
Landrum Slack 
Lankford Smith, Iowa 
Leggett Smith, Va. 
Lesinski Springer 
Libonati Staebler 
Lloyd Stafford 
Long, La. Staggers 
McClory Steed 
McDade Stephens 
McDowell Stinson 
McFall Stratton 
Mcintire Stubblefield 
McLoskey Sullivan 
Macdonald Taylor 
Madden Teague, Calif. 
Mahon Teague, Tex. 
Mailliard Thomas 
Marsh Thompson, La. 
Martin, Mass. Thompson, N.J. 
Mathias Thompson, Tex. 
Matthews Thornberry 
Michel Toll 
Miller, Calif. Udall 
Milliken Ullman 
Mills Van Deerlin 
Minish Va.nik 
Minshall Vinson 
Monagan Wallhauser 
Montoya Watts 
Moore Weltner 
Moorhead Westland 
Morgan Whalley 
Morris White 
Morrison Whitener 
Morton Wickersham 
Multer Widnall 
Murphy, m. Willis 
Murphy, N.Y. Wilson, Bob 
Natcher Wilson, 
Nedzi Charles H. 
Nix Wright 
O'Brien, N.Y. Young 
O'Hara, Mich. Zablocki 

NAY8-126 
Ashmore 
Baldwin 
Barry 
Beermann 
Bell 
Bennett, Mich. 
Betts 

Bolton, 
FrancesP. 

Bolton, 
OliverP. 

Bow 
Brock 
Bromwell 

Brown, Calif. 
Bruce 
Burton 
Celler 
Clancy 
Clausen 
Cleveland 
Cohelan 
Collier 
Curtin 
Dague 
Dent 
Derounian 
Devine 
Dowdy 
Duncan 
Dwyer 
Edwards 
Farbstein 
Findley 
Fino 
Flynt 
Foreman 
Fraser 
Gathings 
Gilbert 
Gill 
Goodling 
Grant 
Gross 
Grover 
Gurney 
Hagan, Ga. 
Haley 
Halpern 
Hawkins 

Hays 
Herlong 
Hoeven 
Hoffman 
Huddleston 
Joelson 
Johansen 
Kastenmeier 
King, N.Y. 
Kunkel 
Kyl 
Langen 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lindsay 
Lipscomb 
Long,Md. 
McCulloch 
Martin, Calif. 
Martin, Nebr. 
Matsunaga 
Morse 
Mosher 
Murray 
Nelsen 
Nygaard 
O'Hara, lll. 
O'Konski 
Olson, Minn. 
Pike 
Pillion 
Powell 
Quie 
Quillen 
Reid, Ill. 
Rich 

Rivers, S.C. 
Roberts, Ala. 
Rosenthal 
Roudebush 
Roybal 
Rumsfeld 
Ryan, N.Y. 
St. George 
Schade berg 
Schenck 
Schwengel 
Selden 
Senner 
Short 
Siler 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Snyder 
Talcott 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tollefson 
Tuck 
Tuten 
Utt 
Van Pelt 
Waggonner 
Watson 
Wharton 
Whitten 
Will1ams 
Wilson, Ind. 
Winstead 
Wydler 
Wyman 
Younger 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Taft 

NOT VOTING-42 
Ayres 
Barrett 
Boggs 
Brown, Ohio 
Buckley 
Carey 
Colmer 
Corman 
Curtis 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson 
Diggs 
Ellsworth 
Finnegan 

Forrester 
Hall 
Hebert 
Henderson 
Hosmer 
Kee 
Keogh 
Kilburn 
McM1llan 
MacGregor 
May 
Meader 
Miller, N.Y. 
Moss 

Norblad 
O'Brien, lll. 
Rains 
Reuss 
Roosevelt 
St. Onge 
Scott 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Trimble 
Tupper 
Weaver 

So the joint resolution was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
Mr. Hebert with Mr. Ayres. 
Mr. St. Onge with Mr. Ellsworth. 
Mr. Sheppard with Mr. Miller of New York. 
Mr. Shelley with Mr. Kilburn. 
Mr. Barrett with Mr. Norblad. 
Mr. Keogh with Mr. Hosmer. 
Mr. Buckley with Mr. MacGregor. 
Mr. Colmer with Mr. Brown of Ohio. 
Mr. Moss with Mr. Weaver. 
Mr. Henderson with Mrs. May. 
Mr. Davis of Tennessee with Mr. Hall. 
Mr. Boggs with Mr. Meader. 
Mr. Carey with Mr. Curtis. 
Mr. O'Brien of Dlinois with Mr. Tupper. 
Mr. Corman with Mr. Diggs. 
Mr. Roosevelt with Mr. Reuss. 
Mr. Sikes with Mrs. Kee. 
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Dawson. 
Mr. Forrester with Mr. Finnegan. 
Mr. Rains with Mr. Scott. 
Mr. Trimble with Mr. McMillan. 

Mr. POOL changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
The title was amended to read: "Joint 

resolution to suspend for the 1964 cam
paign the equal opportunity require
ments of section 315 of the Communica
tions Act of 1934 for legally qualified 
candidates for the offices of President 
and Vice President/' 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

CONSTRUCTION OF VETERANS' 
ADMINISTRATION HOSPITALS 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State ofthe Union for the considera
tion of the bill (H.R. 4347> to limit the 
authority of the Veterans' Administra
tion and the Bureau of the Budget with 
respect to new construction or alteration 
of veterans' hospitals. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 4·347, with Mr. 
STAGGERS in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair

man, the Department of Medicine and 
Surgery has 168 hospitals and 17 domi
ciliaries. As of April 30, 1963, there 
were 109,791 patients in the Veterans' 
Administration medical system and ap
proximately 17,000 members in the domi
ciliaries. I agree with the observation 
in the Administrator's report on the in
troduced bill that "effective discharge 
of this responsibility obviously requires 
an orderly system of long-range plan
ning to achieve the best and most equi
table results." This bill will facilitate 
the orderly system of planning advocated 
by the Administrator. 

The Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
is charged under the Legislative Reor
ganization Act of 1946 with legislative 
oversight over these activities, and be
lieves that the effective discharge of 
this responsibility obviously requires 
that the Committee be advised, 1n ad
vance, and consulted with, in advance, 
with respect to the carrying out of the 
long-range construction program, and 
other programs, designed to provide 
medical care and treatment for veterans. 

Under existing law, whenever the Vet
erans' Administration desires to build 
a new hospital, it submits appropriate 
plans and specifications to the Bureau of 
the Budget and after approval by the 
Bureau of the Budget, the proposal is 
then submitted to the President. If and 
when the President gives his concur
rence, funds are requested in the next 
budget for the specific project and if 
voted as a part of the Independent Of
flees Appropriation Act, then the hos
pital is built in accordance with the 
plans previously agreed upon by the 
Veterans' Administration and the Bu
reau of the Budget. 

The bill seeks to provide a new con
trol over the renovation, modernization, 
and construction activities of the Vet
erans Administration similar to that pro
vided in the Public Buildings Act of 1959. 
Thus, this bill as reported to the House 
would prohibit any new hospital con
struction or acquisition of medical fa
cilities involving an expenditure in 
excess of $100,000 unless the Administra-

. tor of Veterans' Affairs has submitted to 
the Committee on Vete.rans' Affairs a 
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prospectus of this project and the proj
ect is thereafter approved by a resolu
tion of the Committee. Said prospectus 
will include a description of the facili
ties to be constructed or acquired, the 
location thereof, and an estimate of the 
maximum cost. The same requirement 
would be added with respect to the alter
ation of existing medical facilities where 
the cost would exceed $200,000. This 
latter requirement would apply only with 
respect to projects which require ap
propriations to be made after the en
actment of this legislation. 

The bill recognizes that there may be 
cost increases over those set out in the 
original prospectus submitted by the 
Administrator, and, therefore, author
izes an increase in the maximum author
ized cost of any project after approval 
by the committee, up to 10 percent of the 
estimated maximum. If the increased 
costs will exceed this 10-percent limita
tion, the Administrator must submit 
another prospectus with respect to the 
project and obtain approval by the com
mittee before funds may thereafter be 
appropriated for the project. 

It is also provided that if appropria
tions are not made for any approved 
project within 1 year after the date of 
approval, the committee may rescind its 
approval of the project at any time be
fore appropriations are made for the 
project, and thereafter no funds may be . 
appropriated for the project. 

Basically, this proposal is an author
ization bill with which this House is 
thoroughly familiar. 

No additional cost will result from the 
enactment of this legislation and per
haps some savings may be anticipated. 

The bill was reported unanimously by 
the committee. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I want to express 
my appreciation to the gentleman and to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs and 
the Administrator, Mr. Gleason, on the 
progress we are making on the veterans' 
hospital in Gainesville, Fli:l.. Will the 
gentleman tell me if this bill will have 
any adverse effect on the appropriations 
already made for this hospital? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. There are a 
number of hospitals around the country 
in the same position as that at Gaines
ville, Fla.; $802,000 is included in the 
appropriations for the 1963 fiscal year, 
and $8,793,000 is in the budget for the 
fiscal year 1964 for this hospital. It is 
not the intent of the committee or of 
this bill to affect any hospital in a ret
roactive way. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

·Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman 
state for the edification of the members 
of the committee what necessitates this 
legislative action? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I would say 
that across the country we have a num
ber of hospitals that have been built in 
places that were not to the best advan
tage of the veterans population. This 

bill is designed to make both the execu
tive and legislative branches of the Gov
ernment take a more careful look at the 
building and location of the hospitals. 
You might say it will more nearly make 
our Government a government of laws 
instead of men. 

Mr. GROSS. Is the gentleman say
ing that the Veterans' Administration 
has been selecting the sites and carrying 
on the building expansion, the renova
tion, and so forth, without the knowledge 
of the Committees on Veterans' Affairs 
of this House and the other body? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Within the 
past year the Veterans' Administration 
made a survey in the State of Texas. 
The Veterans' Administration then rec
ommended to the Bureau of the Budget 
that a new hospital be built in Texas. 
The Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
were not permitted to see that survey. 
We did not know one thing about it until 
it was announced in the newspapers. 

Mr. GROSS. So what you are saying 
is that this is · necessitated by the fact 
that the committee has not been in
formed, that is, the legislative committee 
has not been informed as to what the 
Veterans' Administration is doing? Is 
that correct? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. That is cor
rect. For a number of years we have 
felt that we were not kept adequately 
informed as far as new hospital con
struction, location, and modernization is 
concerned. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman. · 

Mr. FISHER. First, I want to com
mend the gentleman and his committee 
for bringing this legislation to the 
House. I think there are very good and 
sound reasons for it. I asked the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs if there are precedents · 
for this type of precedure, that is, to 
require governmental agencies to get 
clearance with congressional committees 
before making expenditures of various 
types. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. There are 
any number of precedents. The bill is 
based primarily on the Public Buildings 
Act of 1959. There are any number of 
precedents, which involve the Defense 
Department, Civil and Defense Mobiliza
tion, Atomic Energy Commission, De
partment of the Air Force, NASA, Bu
reau of Indian Affairs, Department of 
the Interior, National Parks Service, and 
Department of Agriculture. Among the 
committees involved are Armed Serv
ices, Interior, Agriculture, Public Works, 
and Science and Astronautics. There 
are any number of precedents for this 
type of legislation. 

Mr. FISHER. In other words, there 
is a general policy which runs all 
through this with reference to various 
agencies of the Government at this time, 
that plans for outlays of money for vari
ous types of expenditures be cleared 
through the congressional committees 
and through the Congress before the 
agencies are permitted to proceed. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. That is 
correct. 

Mr. FISHER. I do know in the case 
of the Committee on Armed Services, of 
which I am a member, every construc
tion and every outlay of money is first 
cleared through the committee even 
though it has been previously authorized 
by the Congress. That gives the Con
gress a chance to maintain control and 
supervision over the general outlays and 
programs that are engaged in through 
expenditures of money appropriated by 
the Congress. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I want to com
mend the committee for reporting this 
bill to the Congress. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I ·am glad to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, I no
tice on page 4 of the committee report 
in the letter by the Deputy Administra
tor of the Veterans' Administration some 
language that disturbs me a little, and I 
would like to get the opinion of the chair
man of the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs with reference to this languag-e. 
The Deputy Administrator of the Veter
ans' Administration writes: 

I am fearful that enactment of the pro
posed measure would completely disrupt the 
orderly system of administrative planning 
which, we believe, has proven effective over 
a period of many years. One of the most 
difficult problems in any construction pro
gram is that of meeting schedules and com
mitments. The period of deferment of ac
tion required by the bill could interrupt 
timely implementation of systematic plan
ning by a period of several months. 

As an even more serious consequence, the 
veto authority invested in the committee 
would create uncertainty and could nullify 
decisions reached after months of intensive 
study, review, and final consideration at the 
highest level of the executive branch. Ex
ercise of this authority would appear, also, 
to impinge upon determinations of the whole 
Congress based upon fund authorizations 
recommended by the Appropriations Com
mittees. 

The first question I would like to ask 
the able gentleman from Texas is: Does 
the gentleman believe that this provides 
a veto authority to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs in the sense that this 
letter indicates? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. It gives the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs an au
thorizing authority. 

Mr. HECHLER. If the distinguished 
gentleman will yield further, I wonder 
if the gentleman would care to comment 
on some of the other observations which 
are contained in the letter? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I shall be glad 
to comment. If there is anything that 
goes on in a slow, methodical manner, 
it is the construction of veterans hospi
tals. I say it will have much less effect 
here than with the construction pro
grams of the NASA, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and the Department of De
fense. I do not expect this bill, when en
acted, to result in any unreasonable 
delay. 

Mr. HECHLER. If the gentleman will 
yield for one further question, I want to 
ask this: Has the President taken a posi
tion, or the Bureau of the Budget taken 
a position on this legislation? 
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Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Well, I under

stand they are against it, judging from 
the contents of the letter from which the 
gentleman from West Virginia has just 
read. I suppose that represents the posi
tion of the Bureau of the Budget and, 
therefore, the President. The letter 
speaks for itself. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. WHITENER. The gentleman 
from West Virginia has referred to this 
paragraph of the letter that refers to 
the "orderly system of administrative 
planning." I wondered if the Oteen, 
N.C., veterans' hospital is a good ex
ample of this "orderly system of admin
istrative planning" that is referred to? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Well, the 
gentleman from North Carolina himself 
can answer that question better than I. 

Mr. WHITENER. If the gentleman 
will yield further, I am sure the mem
bers of the Veterans' Affairs Committee 
know that with each change of season 
there is a change of plans, and all of 
them seem to cut away on the veteran 
more than the one which they had 
before. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. The Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs under the Leg
islative Reorganization Act is charged 
with legislative oversight. The truth of 
the matter is that we have not been 
doing the job we should have. This is 
not something which we have started 
in the last few months, but it is some
thing which our committee has been con
sidering for a number of years. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. SAYLOR. I would like to say to 
the chairman of the full committee, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE], 
and the gentleman from West Virginia 
[Mr. HECHLER], that the finest example 
I can give to them of the need for this 
legislation has occurred as a result of 
the action of the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee in concert with the Bureau of 
the Budget and the Appropriations Com
mittee. Several years ago, a long-range 
plan for the construction needs of the 
Veterans' Administration hospital sys
tem was developed. It called for $900 
million over a 12-year period for the con
struction and rehabilitation and better
ment of Veterans' Administration hos
pitals. 

Although this plan had been approved 
by every agency and department of 
Government involved, the Veterans' Ad
ministration recently initiated changes 
in their long-range plans without any 
advance consultation with the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee. Certainly this is not 
in the interest of good planning. While 
the Veterans' Administration in its re
port indicated that enactment of the 
proposed measure would disrupt the 
orderly system of administrative plan
ning, I believe the proposed legislation 
will have. the opposite effect and will in
sure the orderly system of administra
tive planning. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman, the chairman of the 
full committee, yield to me at this point? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman ·from Oklahoma [Mr. ED
MONDSON]. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the 
chailman, and I want to be certain of 
my understanding of a statement which 
the gentleman made a moment ago to 
the effect that this bill was not intended 
to have any retroactive effect, and that 
it was not intended to affect in any way 
either hospitals already constructed and 
in operation or improvement programs 
now underway and under construction 
of the hospitals already in existence. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 
4347. This legislation is long overdue. 
It will require the Veterans' Administra
tion to submit plans for major hospital 
construction to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs for approval. 

At the present time, when the Veter
ans' Administration wishes to build a 
hospital, plans and specifications are 
first approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget and then by the President. 
Funds are then requested in the next 
budget request submitted to Congress. 
The role of Congress in this process is 
limited to voting the construction funds 
contained in the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act. 

The legislation being considered makes 
it mandatory that an arm of this legis
lative body, the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs, be notified in advance and con
sulted about changes to be made in plans 
for construction of new hospitals · and 
for modernization and improvements of 
existing hospitals in the Veterans' Ad
ministration system. 

Mr. Chairman, there are 168 hospitals 
and 17 domiciliaries in the Veterans' 
Administration system. Millions of dol
lars are appropriated each year to keep 
this physical plant modern. It seems 
reasonable that the Congress should ex
ercise some measure of control over an 
undertaking of this size. 

The bill under discussion will vest in 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs au
thority similar to that vested in the Com
mittee on Public Works with respect to 
the construction ot public buildings. 

An analysis of this matter, Mr. Chair
man, reveals that the Congress in many 
instances has reserved some measure of 
control over activities of the executive 
branch of the Federal Government. Title 
40 of the United States Code, for exam
ple, prohibits an appropriation for the 
construction of any public buildings in
volving an expenditure in excess of 
$100,000 unless the project has been ap
proved by the Public Works Committees 
of the Senate and House of Representa-
tives. · 

The law requires that concession leases 
or contracts in national parks be re
ported by the Secretary of the Interior 
to the Congress 60 days prior to the 
award. 

The Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House maintain some 
nrreasure of control over real property 
transactions entered into by the omce of 
Civil and Defense -Mobilization, by the 
Department of Defense and the military 
department. 

The Department of Agriculture; De
partment of the Interior, National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
and the Atonrric Energy Commission, all 
are subject to congressional control or 
prior approval of many of their trans
actions. 

I am convinced, Mr. Chairnrran, that a 
program of the magnitude of the Vet
erans' Administration hospital system 
deserves and requires continuing co
operation and consultation between 
those agencies of Congress and the ex
ecutive branch responsible for veterans' 
affairs. H.R. 4347 makes such consulta
tion mandatory. I urge its support. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes now 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SAYLOR]. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the chairman of the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs and my good 
colleague, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. ADAIR], for the handling of this 
piece of legislation. 

However, I want to correct an infer
ence which I am afraid some people may 
have drawn from certain of the debates 
on this bill. An expenditure in excess of 
$200,000 for rehabilitation of any exist
ing hospital will require the approval 
of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 
To this extent, therefore, the bill does 
affect existing and already approved 
hospitals. With this understanding, 
everything else that has been said about 
this bill is correct. At the proper time, 
I will ask unanimous consent to include 
some excerpts from other legislation 
showing the manner in which other 
standing committees of the House ex
ercise varying degrees of control over 
construction and other activities of 
agencies in the executive branch. 

Mr. Chairman, the following citations 
from various laws will illustrate the 
manner and extent to which activities 
of the executive branch are subject to 
the scrutiny and control of Congress and 
its committees. 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 

SEC. 51. SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIAL.-The 
Commission may determine from · time to 
ttme that other material is special nuclear 
material in addition to that specified in the 
de1inition as special nuclear material. Be
fore making any such determination, the 
Commission must find that such material 
is capable of releasing substantial quantities 
of atomic energy and must find that the de
termination that such material is special 
nuclear material is in the interest of the 
common defense and security, and the 
President must have expressly assented in 
writing to the determin;:l.tion. The Commis
sion's determination, together with the as
sent of the President, ·shall be submitted 
to the Joint Committee and a period of 
thirty days shall elapse while Congress is ln 
session (in computing such thirty days, there 
shall be excluded the days on which either 
House is not in session beca,use of an ad
journment for more than three days) befqre 
the determination of the Commission may 
become effective: Provided, however, That 
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the Joint Committee, after having received 
such determination, may by resolution in 
writing, waive the conditions of or all or any 
portion of such thirty-day period. 

• • • • 
SEc. 58. REVIEW.-Before the Commission 

establishes any fair price or guaranteed fair 
price period in accordance with the provi
sions of section 56, ·or establishes any cri
teria for the waiver of any charge for the 
use of special nuclear material licensed or 
distributed under section 53 the proposed 
fair price, guaranteed fair price period, or 
criteria for the waiver of such charge shall 
be submitted to the Joint Committee, and 
a period of forty-five days shall elapse while 
Congress is in session (in computing such 
forty-five days there shall be excluded the 
days in which either House is not in session 
because of adjournment for more than three 
days) : Provided,- however, That the Joint 
Committee, after having received the pro
posed fair price, guaranteed fair price period, 
or criteria for the waiver of such charge, 
may by resolution waive the conditions of 
or all or any portion of suc;h forty-five day 
period. 

SEC. 61. SOURCE MATERIAL.-The Commis
sion may determine from time to time that 
other material is source material in addition 
to those specified in the definition of source 
material. Before making such determina
tion, the Commission must find that such 
material is essential to the production of 
special nuclear material and must find that 
the determination that such material is 
source material is in the interest of the com
mon defense and security, and the President 
must have expressly assented in writing to 
the determination. The Commission's de
termination, together with the assent of the 
President, shall be submitted to the Joint 
Committee and a period of thirty days shall 
elapse while Congress is in session (in com
puting such thirty days, there shall be ex
cluded the days on which either House is 
not in session because of an adjournment of 
more than three days) before the determina
tion of the Commission may become effec
tive: Provided, however, That the Joint 
Committee, after having received such deter
mination, may by resolution in writing waive 
the conditions of or all or any portion of 
such thirty-day period. 

* 
SEC. 123. COOPERATION WITH OTHER NA

TIONS.-No cooperation with any nation or 
regional defense organization pursuant to 
sections 54, 57, 64, 82, 103, 104, or 144 shall be 
undertaken until-

a. the Commission or, in the case of those 
agreements for cooperation arranged pur
suant to subsection 144b., the Department 
of Defense has submitted to the President 
the proposed agreement for cooperation, to
gether with its recommendation thereon, 
which proposed agreement shall include ( 1) 
the terms, conditions, duration, nature, and 
scope of the cooperation; (2) a guaranty by 
the cooperating party that security safe
guards and standards as set forth in the 
agreement for cooperation will be main
tained; (3) a guaranty by the cooperating 
party that any material to be transferred 
pursuant to such agreement will not be used 
for atomic weapons, or for research on or 
development of atomic we;3-pons, or for any 
other military purpose; and (4) a guaranty 
by the cooperating party that any material 
or any Restricted Data to be transferred pur
suant to the agreement for cooperation will 
not be transferred to unauthorized persons 
or beyond the jurisdiction of the cooperating 
party, except as specified in the agreement 
for cooperation; 

b. the President has approved and author
ized the execution of the proposed agreement 
for cooperation, and has made a determina-

tion in writing that the performance of the 
proposed agreement will promote and will not 
constitute an unreasonable risk to the com
mon defense and security; and 

c. the proposed agreement for cooperation, 
together with the approval and the deter
mination of the President, has been sub
mitted to the Joint Committee and a periOd 
of thirty days has elapsed while Congress is 
in session (in computing such thirty days, 
there shall be excluded the days on which 
either Hduse is not in session because of an 
adjournment of more than three days) . 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
(Title 10, United States Code, ch. 3, sec. 125) 
§ 125. Functions, powers, and duties: trans

fer, reassignment, consolidation, or 
abolition. 

(a) Subject to section 401 of title 50, the 
Secretary of Defense shall take appropriate 
action (including the transfer, reassign
ment, consolidation, or· abolition of any 
function, power, or duty) to provide more 
effective, efficient, and economical adminis
tration and operation, and to eliminate du
plication, in the Department of Defense. 
However, except as provided by subsections 
(b) and (c), a function, power, or duty 
vested in the Department of Defense, or an 
officer, official, or agency thereof, by law may 
not be substantially transferred, reassigned, 
consolidated, or abolished unless the Secre
tary reports the details of the proposed 
transfer, reassignment, consolidation, or 
abolition to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives. The transfer, reassignment, con
solidation, or abolition concerned takes effect 
on the first day after the expiration of the 
first 30 days that Congress is in continuous 
session after the Secretary so reports, unless 
either of those Committees, within that pe
riod, reports a resolution recommending that 
the proposed . transfer, reassignment, con
solidation, or abolition be r~jected by .the 
Senate or the House of Representatives, as 
the case may be, because it-

(1) proposes to transfer, reassign, con
solidate, or abolish a major combatant func
tion, power, or duty assigned to the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps by section 
3062(-b), 5012, 5013, or 8062(c) of this title; 
and 

(2) would, in its · judgment, tend to im
pair the defense of the United States. 
If either of those Committees, within that 
period, reports such a resolution and it is 
not adopted by the Senate or the House of 
Representatives, as the case may be, within 
the first 40 days that Congress is in con
tinuous session after that resolution is so 
reported, the transfer, reassignment, con
solidation, or abolition concerned takes ef
fect on the first day after the expiration of 
that forty-day period. For the purposes of 
this subsection, a session may be considered 
as not continuous only if broken by an ad
journment of Congress sine die. However, 
in computing the period that Congress is in 
continuous session, days that the Senate or 
the House of Representatives is not in ses
sion because of an adjournment of more 
than three days to a day certain are not 
counted. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), if the 
President determines it to be necessary be
cause of hostilities or an imminent threat 
of hostilities, any function, power, or duty, 
including one assigned to the Army, Navy, 
Air Force, or Marine Corps by section 3062 
·(b), 5012, 5013, or 8062 (c) of this title, may 
be transferred, reassigned, or consolidated. 
The transfer, reassignment, or consolidation 
remains in effect until the President deter
mines that hostilities hav:e terminated or 
that there is no longer an imminent threat 
of hostilities, as the case may be. 

(c) Notwithstanding subsection (a) , the 
Secretary of Defense may assign or reassign 

the development and operational use of new 
weapons or weapons systelllS to· one or more 
of the military departments or one or more 
of the armed forces. 

(d) In subsection (a) (1), "major com
batant function, power, or duty" does not 
include a supply or service activity common 
to more than one military department. The 
Secretary of Defense shall, whenever he de
termines it will be more effective, economical, 
or efficient, provide for the performance of 
such an activity by one agency or such other 
organizations as he considers appropriate. 
(Added by Public Law 87-651, title n, sec
tion 201, September 7, 1962, 72 Stat. 513.) 

' DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
(Title 7, United States Code, ch. 33 (farm 

tenancy), subch. III (retirement of sub
marginal land) ) 
SEC. 1011. POWERS OF SECRETARY OF AGRI

CULTURE.-

(e) to cooperate with Federal, State: terri
torial, and other public agencies in develop
ing plans for a program of land conservation 
and land utilization, to assist in carry
ing out such plans by means of loans to 
State and local public agencies designated 
by the State legislature or the Governor, to 
conduct surveys and investigations relating 
to conditions and factors affecting, and the 
methods of accomplishing most effectively 
the purposes of this title, and to disseminate 
information concerning these activities. 
Loans to State and local public agencies shall 
be made only if such plans have been sub
mitted to, and not disapproved within forty
five days by, the State agency having super
visory responsibility over such plans, or by 
the Governor if there is no such State agency. 
No appropriation shall be made ::or any single 
loan under this subsection in excess of $250,-
000 unless such loan has been approved by 
resolutions adopted by the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate and 
the Committee on Agriculture of the House 
of Representattves. Loans under this sub
section shall be made under contracts which 
will provide, under such terms and condi
tions as the Secretary deems appropriate, for 
the repayment thereof in not more than 
thirty years, with interest at the average rate, 
as determined by the Secretary of the Treas
ury, payable by the Treasury on its market
able public obligations outstanding at the 
beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan 
is made, which are neither due nor callable 
for redemption for fifteen years from date of 
issue. Repayment of principal and interest 
on such loans shall begin with five years. 
(Section 32(e) of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act, as amended by Public Law 
87-703, section 102(c), September 27, 1962, 
76 Stat. 607-608.) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE Am FORCE 
(Title 50, United States Code) 

The Secretary of the Air Force is author
ized in discharging the authority given in 
the preceding section to make surveys, to 
acquire lands and rights or other interests 
pertaining thereto, including the temporary 
11se thereof, by donation, purchase, exchange 
of Government-owned lands, or otherwise, 
without regard to section 3648, Revised 
Statutes, as amended. Prior to the acquisi
tion under the authority of this section of 
any lands or rights or other interest pertain
ing thereto, the Secretary of the Air Force 
shall come into agreement with the Armed 
Services Committees of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives with respect to the 
acquisition of such lands, rights, or other 
interests. (Chapter 19 (guided missiles), 
section 502. Acquisition of land. Act of May 
11, 1949, sec. 2, 63 Stat. 66) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; BUREAU OF 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 
(Title 25, United States Code) 

Except for electric utility systems con
structed and operated as a part of an ir
rigation system, the Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized to contract under such terms 
and conditions as he considers to be in the 
best interest of the Federal Government for 
the sale, operation, maintenance, repairs, or 
relocation of Government-owned utilities 
and utility systems and appurtenances used 
in the administration of the Bureau of In
dian Affairs. The Secretary shall not execute 
a contract pursuant to this Act until he 
has submitted to the Committees on Interior 
and Insular Affairs of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a copy of the con
tract and a statement of his reasons for 
proposing the contract, and until such ma
terials have lain before the Committees for 
sixty days (excluding the time during which 
either House is in recess for more than three 
days) unless prior thereto the Secretary is 
notified that neither committee has any ob
jection to the proposed contract. (Chapter 
1, section 15. Utility facilities used in ad
ministration, Bureau of Indian Affairs. Pub
He Law 87-279, September 22, 1961, 75 Stat. 
577.) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; NATIONAL 
PARK SERVICE 

(Title 16, United States Code) 
SEC. 17b-1. Reports to ~ongressional Officers. 

The Secretary of the Interior shall on 
and after July 31, 1953, report in detail all 
proposed awards of concession leases and 
contracts involving a gross annual business 
of $100,000 or more, or of more _than five 
years in duration, including renewals there
of, sixty_ days before such awards are made, 
to the President of the Senate and Speaker 
of the House of Representatives for trans
mission to the appropriate committees. 
(July 31, 1953, ch. 298, title I, sec. 1, 67 Stat. 
271; July 14, 1956, ch. 598, 70 Stat. 543.) 

OFFICE OF CIVIL AND DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 
Title 50 appendix, United States Code 

SEC. 2285. Real property . transactions-Re
ports to the Armed Services 
Committees. 

(a) The Director of the Office of Civil and 
Defense Mobilization, or his designee, may 
not enter into any of the following listed 
transactions by or for the use of that agency 
until after the expiration of thirty days from 
the date upon which a report of the facts 
concerning the proposed transaction is sub
mitted to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives: 

( 1) An acquisition of fee title to any real 
property, if the estimated price is more than 
$50,000. 

(2) A lease of any real property to the 
United States, if the estimated annual rental 
is more than $50,000. 

( 3) A lease of real property owned by the 
United States, if the estimated annual rental 
is more than $50,000. 

( 4) A transfer of real property owned by 
the United States to another Federal agency 
or another military department, or to a State, 
if the estimated value is more than $50,000. 

( 5) A report of excess real property owned 
by the United States to a disposal agency, if 
the estimated value is more than $50,000. 
If a transaction covered by clause ( 1) or (2) 
is part of a project, the report must include 
a summarization of the general plan for that 
project, including an estimate of the total 
cost of the lands to be acquired or leases to 
be made. 

(b) The Director of the Office of Civll and 
Defense Mobilization shall report quarterly 

·to the Committee on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives on 

transactions described in subsection (a) that 
involve. an estimated value of more than 
$5,000 but not more than $50,000. 

(c) This sec.tion applies only to real prop
erty in the States of the Union, the District 
of Columbia,, and Puerto Rico. It does not 
apply to real · proper-ty for river and harbor 
projects or flood-control projects, or to leases 
of Government-owned real property for agri
cultural or grazing purposes. 

(d) A statement in an instrument of con
veyance, including a _ lease, that the require
ments of this section have been met, or that 
the conveyance is not subject to this section, 
is conclusive. (August 10, 1956, c. 1041, sec. 
43, 70A Stat. 636, amended June 25, 1959, 
Public Law 86-70, sec. 37, 73 Stat. 150; June 
8, 1960, Public Law 86-500, title V, sec. 512, 
74 Stat. 187; July 12, 1960, Public Law 86-
624, sec. 38, 74 Stat. 421.) 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(Public Law 86-45) 
SEc. 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of 

any other law, no appropriation may be 
made to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration unless previously author
ized by legislation hereafter enacted by the 
Congress. (Public Law 86-45, section 4, 
June 15, 1959, 73 Stat. 75.) 

(Sees. 3 and 4 of H.R. 5466, 88th Congress) 
SEc. 3. Not to exceed 3 per centum of the 

funds appropriated pursuant to subsection 
1(a) hereof may be transferred to the "Con
struction of facilities" appropriation, and, 
when so transferred, together with $30,000,-
000 of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
subsection 1(b) hereof, shall be available for 
expenditure to construct, expand, or modify 
laboratories and other installations at any 
location (including locations specified in 
subsection 1 (b) ) , if ( 1) the Administrator 
determines such action to be necessary be
cause of changes in the national program of 
aeronautical and space activities or new 
scientific or engineering developments, and 
(2) he determines that deferral of such 
action until the enactment of the next au
thorization Act would be inconsistent with 
the interest of the Nation in aeronautical 
and space activities. The funds so made 
available may be expended to acquire, con
struct, convert, rehabilitate, or install perma
nent or temporary public works, including 
land acquisition, site preparation, appurte
nances, utilities, and equipment. No por
tion of such sums may be obligated for ex
penditure or expended to construct, expand, 
or modify laboratories and other installa
tions until the Administrator or his designee 
has transmitted to the Committee on Science 
and Astronautics of the House of Repre
sentatives and to the Committee on Aero
nautical and Space Sciences of the Senate a 
written report containing a full and com
plete statement concerning ( 1) the nature 
of such construction, expansion, or modi
fication, (2) the cost thereof, including the 
cost of any real estate action pertaining 
thereto, and (3) the reason why such con
struction, expansion, or modification is nec
essary in the national interest. No such 
funds may be used for any construction, ex
pansion, or modification if authorization for 
such construction, expansion, or modifica
tion previously has been denied by the Con
gress. 

SEc. 4. The Administrator is hereby au
thorized to transfer, with the approval of 
the Bureau of the Budget, funds appropri
ated pursuant to this Act, to any other 
agency of the Government whenever the 
Administrator determines such transfer nec
essary for the etncient accomplishment of 
the objectives for which the funds have been 
appropriated. Not more than $20,000,000 of 
the funds authorized by this Act may be 

transferred by the Administrator under this 
section, and no transfer in excess of $250,000 
shall be made under ·this section u_nless the 
Administrator has transmitted to the Com
mittee on Aeronautical and · Space Sciences 
of the Senate and to the Committee on Sci
ence and Astronautics of the .House of Rep
resentatives a written stat~ment concerning 
the amount and purpose of, and the reason 
for, such transfer, and (1) each such com
mittee has transmitted to the Administrator 
written notice to the effect that such com
mittee has no objection to that transfer, or 
(2) thirty .days have passed after the trans
mittal by the Administrator of such state
ment to those committees. (H.R. 5466, 88th 
Congress; the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration Authorization Act, 
1964.) 

(Title 50, United States Code) 
The Administrator is authorized, in imple

mentation of the unitary plan, to construct 
and equip transsonic or supersonic wind 
tunnels of a size, design and character ade
quate for the efficient conduct of experi
mental work in support of long-range funda
mental research at educational institutions 
within the continental United States, to be 
selected by the Administrator, or to enter 
into contracts with such institutions to pro
vide for such construction and equipment, 
at a total cost not to exceed $10,000,000: 
Provided, That the Administrator may, in his 
discretion, after consultation with the Com
mittees on Armed Services of both Houses 
of the Congress, vest title to the facilities 
completed pursuant to this section in such 
educational institutions under such terms 
and conditions as may be deemed in the 
best interests of the United States. (Octo
ber 27, 1949, ch. 766, title I, sec. 102, 63 Stat. 
936; July 29, 1958, Public Law 85-568, title 
III, sec. 301(d) (2), (3), 72 Stat. 433.) 

AUTHORIZATION OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS 
(Title 40, United States Code, ch. 12, sec. 606: 

Approval of proposed projects by Con
gress) 
(a) Limitation of funds; transmission to 

Congress of prospectus of proposed project. 
In order to insure the equitable distribu

tion of public buildings throughout the 
United States with due regard for the com
parative urgency of need for such buildings, 
except as provided in section 603 of this 
title, no appropriation shall be made to con
struct any public building or to acquire any 
building to be used as a public building in
volving an expenditure in excess of $100,000, 
and no appropriation shall be made to alter 
any public building involving an expenditure 
in excess of $200,000, if such construction, 
alteration, or acquisition has not been ap
proved by resolutions adopted by the Com
mittee on Public Works of the Senate and 
House of Representatives, respectively, and 
such approval has not been rescinded as pro
vided in subsection (c) of this section. For 
the purpose of securing consideration of such 
approval the Administrator shall transmit to 
Congress a prospectus of the proposed proj
ect, including (but not limited to)-

(1) a · brief description of the building to 
be constructed, altered, or acquired under 
this chapter; 

(2) the location of the project, and an es
timate of the maximum cost of the project; 

(3) a comprehensive plan for providing 
space for all Government otncers and em
ployees in the locality of the proposed proj
ect, having due regard for suitable space 
which may continue to be available in exist
ing Government-owned buildings and in 
rented buildings; 

(4) a statement by the Administrator that 
suitable space owned by the Government is 
not available and that suitable rental space 
is not available at a price. ®mmensurate 
with that to be -afforded through the pro
posed action; and 
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(5) a statement of rents and other housing 

costs currently being paid by the Govern
ment for Federal agencies to be housed in 
the building to be constructed, altered, or 
acquired. 

(b) Increase of estimated maximum cost. 
The estimated maximum cost of any proj

ect approved under this section as set forth 
in any prospectus may be increased by an 
amount equal to the percentage increase, if 
any, as determined by the Administrator, in 
construction, or alteration costs, as the case 
may be, from the date of transmittal of such 
prospectus to COngress, but in no event shall 
the increase authorized by this subsection 
exceed 10 per centum of such estimated max
imum costs. 

(c) Rescission of approval for failure to 
make appropriations for project. 

In the case of any project approved for 
construction, alteration, or acquisition · by 
the Committees on Public Works of the Sen
ate and of the House of Representatives, 
respectively, in accordance with subsection 
(a) of this section, for which an appropria
tion has not been made within one year 
after the date of such approval, either the 
Committee on Public Works of the Senate 
or the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives, may rescind, by 
resolution, its approval of such project at 
any time thereafter before such an appropri- · 
ation has been made. 

(d) Restriction on approval of new projects. 
The Committee on Public Works of the 

Senate and of the House of Representatives, 
respectively, shall not approve any project 
for construction, alteration, or acquisition 
under subsection (a) of this section whenever 
there are thirty or more projects the es
timated maximum cost of each of which is 
in excess of $100,000 which have been ap
proved for more than one year under sub
section (a) of this section but for which ap
propriations have not been made, until there 
has been a rescission of approval under sub
section (c) of this section or appropriations 
are made which result in their being less 
than thirty such projects. (Public Law 
86-249, par. 7, Sept. 9, 1959, 73 Stat. 480.) 

REAL PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS BY DEPART• 
MENT OF DEFENSE 

Title 10, United States Code, section 2662, 
real property transactions-Reports to the 
Armed Services Committees 
(a) The Secretary of a military depart

ment, or his designee, may not enter into 
any of the following-listed transactions by or 
for the use of that department until after 
the expiration of thirty days from the date 
upon which a report of the facts concerning 
the proposed transaction is submitted to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House of Representatives: 

(1) An acquisition of fee title to any real 
property, if the estimated price is more than 
$50,000. 

(2) A lease of any real property to the 
United States, if the estimated annual rental 
is more than $50,000. 

(3) A lease of real property owned by the 
United States, if the estimated annual rental 
is more than $50,000. 

( 4) A transfer of real property owned by 
the United States to another Federal agency 
or another military department or to a State, 
if the estimated value is more than $50,000. 

( 5) A report of excess real property owned 
by the United States to a disposal agency, if 
the estimated value is more than $50,000. 
if a transaction covered by clause ( 1) or 
(2} is part of a project, the report must in
clude a summarization of the general plan 
for that project, including an estimate of the 
total cost of the lands to be acquired or 
leases to be made. 

(b) The Secretary of each ·military depart
ment shall report quarterly to the Commit-

tees on Armed Services of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives on transactions 
described in subsection (a) that involve an 
estimated value of more than $5,000 but not 
more than $50,000. 

(c) This section applies only to real prop
erty in the United States and Puerto Rico. 
It does not apply to real property for river 
and harbor projects or flood control projects, 
or to leases of Government-owned real prop
erty for agricultural or grazing purposes. 

(d) A statement in an instrument of con
veyance, including a lease, that the require
ments, of this section have been met, or that 
the conveyance is not subject to this section 
is conclusive. (As amended June 25, 1959, 
Public Law 86-70, sec. 6(c), 73 Stat. 142; 
June 8, 1960, Public Law 86-500, title V, sec. 
511 ( 1), 74 Stat. 186; July 12, 1960, Public 
Law 86-624, sec. 4(c), 74 Stat. 41L) 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BOW. Do I understand, then, 
under this legislation an authorization 
bill could be brought to the floor of the 
House which would authorize an appro
priation in a lump-sum amount, then 
that would be distributed by the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs as to where 
these hospitals shall be built? Will the 
gentleman explain the procedure on 
that? 

Mr. SAYLOR. No. That is just what 
we are trying to get away from. There 
is already the authorization for $75 mil
lion each year. What we are trying to 
do is to make sure that the plans for 
hospitals that are to be rehabilitated and 
the new hospitals that will be built are 
approved :first by the Committee on 
Veterans' At!airs. 

Mr. BOW. Do I understand when the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs deter
mines where a hospital shall be built or 
when there shall be alterations under the 
bill of the amount provided in the bill, 
they will then come to the House for 
authorization? The determination is 
not made by the committee but is 
actually made on the :floor of the House, 
so far as determination of location is 
concerned? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. No, that is 
not correct. The Veterans' Administra
tion will make a determination of loca
tion, construction, modernization, or 
repair. Then the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs will review that decision if 
it involves $100,000 for new construction 
or $200,000 for renovation of existing 
facilities. 

Mr. BOW. In other words, the House 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs will have 
sole authority on where the hospitals will 
be built and where the alterations will 
be made, and there will not be an op
portunity on the :floor of the House for 
other Members to voice their opinion as 
to where hospitals may go or to vote for 
or against the location? This puts 
authority completely within the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. It puts the 
authorizing authority strictly with the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, but the 
whole House will have an opportunity on 
the appropriations to state their objec
tions and views. Today, only the Com
mittee on Appropriations considers these 
matters. 

Mr. BOW. They would have the first 
opportunity to vote on the appropria
tions. But let us assume that on an ap
propriation bill it should be determined 
that hospitals should be built elsewhere, 
there would be no such authority by the 
Appropriations Committee to do that? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. There would 
not be, and that is true in other laws 
such as under the Public Building Act 
of 1959. 

Mr. BOW. I do not think there should 
be. I do not think it is a matter for the 
Appropriations Committee. Is there ever 
a time when the House itself makes a 
determination or is the sole authority 
going to be with the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. It will be with 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

Mr. BOW. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair

man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BURKHALTER]. . 

Mr. BURKHALTER. Will the gentle
man tell me if the representatives of 
the American Legion, the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, the Disabled American 
Veterans, their legislative committees or 
legislative commissions have taken any 
action one way or the other on this pro
posed legislation? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. No. This is 
something that was simply within the 
jurisdiction of the House Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. We did not ask them 
to testify. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ]. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this bill for several rea
sons, :first and foremost, because of the 
method and manner in which this bill 
was entertained. As far as I can ascer
tain, the Veterans' Administration has 
not had an opportunity to present its 
case to the committee. If you will notice 
your copy of the bill, you will see that 
the committee struck out the original 
version of the bill which would have al
tered quite a bit the procedure which if 
the House approves the present version 
of the bill, will be sanctioned by the 
House. The net effect of this bill, if 
passed and approved, will be basically 
unconstitutional, in my opinion. 

For one thing, it will give unprece
dented veto power to one single commit
tee in the Congress, the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. This committee will 
have the veto power over the adminis
trative branch of the Government in its 
study, selection, and choice of sites, or 
remodeling and reconstruction. It will 
have the veto power over the appropria
tion subcommittee of the House. It will 
have veto power over the President. It 
will have veto power over every single 
aspect of study and scrutiny in the se
lection and fixing of sites for the con
struction of Veterans' Administration 
hospitals. 

If you will notice, the date of this bill 
is March 28, when it was approved 
and passed out. You will notice in the 
report printed by the committee that 
there is no actual comment on the ver
sion that you are acting on today or be
ing asked to act upon today. The letter 
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by way of criticism which is print.ed in 
the report is a letter from the adminis
trator with reference to the version 
which he thought would be passed out 
by the committee but not the present 
version. If you will read carefully the 
provisions of the act which you are be
ing asked to approve, you will find that 
this committee will have an unlimited 
amount of time in providing the selec
tion of sites or the construction of a 
hospital. If you will notice the original 
version, which \Yas struck out here, there 
was a 90-day limitation. There was a 
90-day period in which it was manda
tory that this Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee should come in and by resolution 
disapprove the site selection of the Vet
erans' Administration, but that limita
tion has been removed and does not now 
exist in the present version which this 
House is being asked to sanction. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that if we were 
to carefully study this bill and the ef
feet and impact of this legislation, that 
in your sober judgment and wisdom you 
will reject this bill. I believe the gene
sis, the history of this bill, is one that 
is born out of anger, so to speak, and 
not because of mature judgment and 
study as to the actual need for the type 
of legislation which is actually written 
in this bill which we are being asked to 
vote upon today. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge that 
you not approve this bill in its present 
form. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. HALEY]. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman who has just spoken says that 
this bill will not stand a court test. I 
want to inform my friend that this legis
lation is based on the Public Buildings 
Act of 1959. It has already stood a court 
test. This authority that this committee 
particularly is asking for is no different 
than that of any other committee. 

You have a similar provision in the De
partment of Defense, in Civil Defense, in 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the De
partment of Agriculture, the Air Force, 
the National Park Service, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
and the Foreign Buildings Service Act. 
So this is not unusual authority to give 
to a committee. It is already well 
grounded and has passed the test of time 
here in the House of Representatives and 
certainly has stood the test of a court 
case. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. GROSS]. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I support 
this legislation in part, but I am opposed 
to it in part. What members of the Vet
erans' Affairs Committee are attempting 
to do here today is to inflict upon the 
House the same discrimination that is 
being practiced upon them by the Vet
erans' Administration, and they ought 
not to be allowed to do that. All Mem
bers of the House have a vital interest 
in the hundreds of millions of dollars 
that have been and will be spent upon 
veterans hospitals all over the country. 
For t'P.e committee to come here and say, 
in effect, that it will be the sole arbiter 

in the matter of authorization I say is 
wrong. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. If the gentle

man will prepare an amendment to give 
the whole House the same thing, I will 
be glad to support it. 

Mr. GROSS. I do have such an 
amendment at the Clerk's desk. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. If the gentle
man will submit it I will support the 
amendment. 

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. WILSON of Indiana. I wonder 

how this works over in the Senate. Does 
the Senate have anything to say about 
it? Shall the House have complete juris
diction? Does their committee have the 
same authority? 

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle
man, the Senate can fight its own battles. 
I am not primarily interested in that. 
I am interested in the House of Repre
sentatives and all of the Members of the 
House of Representatives having some
thing to say about these building pro
grams that are going on. This applies to 
the Public Buildings Act. Except for the 
members of the Committee on Public 
Works of the House of Representatives 
we are being shortchanged insofar as 
having anything to say, or practically 
anything to say, about the construction 
of public buildings. Of course they go 
to the Committee on Appropriations, but 
how many Members of the House are 
members of the Committee on Appropri
ations, and how any Members of the 
House are members of the Committee on 
Public Works? The great majority of 
the Members are being shortchanged, 
and I do not propose to stand idly by 
today and be shortchanged insofar as 
having something to say about the vet
erans' hospital building program. I want 
the House Veterans' Affairs Committee 
to have primary jurisdiction. This busi
ness of delegating authority exclusively 
to the Veterans' Administration is no 
good. If it were possible to amend this 
bill to deal with the Public Buildings Act 
and the House Committee on Public 
Works I would certainly do it, but an 
amendment of that nature would be sub
ject to a point of order because it would 
not be germane to the bill. 

It is high time that Members of the 
House, and not merely members of two 
or three committees, asserted the right 
to know what is going on and have some
thing to say about what is going on with 
the hundreds of millions of dollars spent 
on Federal buildings. 

I will offer an amendment if I can be 
recognized for that purpose that will 
take care of the committee and all of 
the Members of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I will yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HALEY. I will support such an 
amendment as the gentleman proposes, 
but I would also like some time along 
the road somewhere to go back and take 

this same authority away from these 
various other departments and com
mittees. 

Mr. GROSS. I agree with the gentle
man and I am perfectly willing to go all 
the way on it. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, is 
it the purpose of the gentleman by his 
proposed amendment to make it neces
sary that this House vote on every re
modeling and repair job of $200,000 or 
every new construction of $100,000 in 
veterans' hospitals? Because that is 
what the amendment would do, as I un
derstand it. 

Mr. GROSS. Well, why not? 
Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I think it would 

make this House rather busy, if we were 
to have to consider every repair job or 
every new construction, in the huge sys
tem of veterans hospitals. 

Mr. GROSS. We get that in other 
legislation. We get a military construc
tion bill on the House floor dealing in 
hundreds of millions of dollars and in 
detail. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. That may be 
true, but these repairs may not be rou
tine. Let us say that a hospital is 
damaged by a sudden flash flood or by a 
storm of some kind, making repairs 
necessary. Then the House would have 
to go into session and go through all this 
rigmarole of passing enabling legislation 
before the Veterans' Administration 
could act. And recall also, the gentle
men's amendment would likewise imply 
action by the other body. I cannot con
cur in the gentleman's suggestion. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. BALDWIN. A few years ago in 

California one of our major hospitals 
was seriously damaged by -ill earth
quake. It had to be repaired immedi
ately in order to take care of the need. 
Personally I do not think wa should have 
this kind of limitation of having the 
House of Representatives approve a re
pair job of $100,000. Sometimes we may 
require fairly rapid action. The com
mittee can take that action. On past 
experience, the House frequently is not 
able to do so. 

Mr. GROSS. What is insurmount
able about that? You can set up a 
$500,000 or a $1 million contingency 
fund, if you want to, and these cases can 
be scrutinized and supervised by the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee. This could 
happen to any other Government build
ing. 

Mr. BALDWIN. As I recall, in the 
earthquake I mentioned, the repairs in
volved exceeded .$1 million. 

Mr. GROSS. All right; so what? 
Mr. BALDWIN. · It seems to me that 

in that case it should be possible to act 
more rapidly than the House has dem
onstrated its capability of acting in the 
past year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GROSS] has 
expired. 
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Mr. ADAm. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 

minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. CRAMER]. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the legislation; but also in 
support of an amendment which I intend 
to offer at the proper time, if I am given 
the opportunity to do so, based partly 
upon the question asked ·by the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. MATTHEWS] and 
on a similar situation which is known 
to exist, relating to a hospital in my dis
trict. That is where you have "Technical 
surveys" money already appropriated, 
and a project already underway. I am 
speaking of the Bay Pines Veterans' Ad
ministration Hospital in my district for 
which $1.722 million has already been ap
propriated. But, because construction 
has not yet started, under the language 
of this bill, this · authorized hospital 
would have to be reauthorized. 

It has been stated here that it is not 
the intention of the committee to in
clude such projects. However, in reading 
the bill, I think it would certainly be sub
ject to such a construction, because, as 
reported out, the bill says: 

No appropriation shall be m ade to con
struct any hospitals, domiciliaries, or out
patient dispensary facilities-

And so forth, without the approval un
der certain conditions of the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee. 

Let me say that I very much favor 
the Congress having something to say 
about veterans' hospitals and matters 
under the jurisdiction of the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee; just as I did in con
nection with public works, when we 
had in 1959 the public works bill be
fore the Congress, relating to the con
struction of public buildings. The dis
tinguished gentleman from Alabama, 
Congressman JoNES, and myself and 
members of our committee spent many 
hours in evolving that legislation. This 
follows the same procedure. But in that 
legislation I pointed out there is a defi
nition of "construction." I asked if 
there was such a definition in this bill 
and, of course, obviously there is not. In 
that other legislation, as appears in title 
40, section 612, the term "construction" 
is specifically defined. Of course, this is 
the definition that I would expect of 
"construction" that would be given to 
this legislation, particularly in that the 
public buildings bill has been cited as 
a precedent. 

That definition is : 
The terms "construct" and "alter" include 

preliminary planning, studies, surveys, de
signs, plans, working drawings, specifications, 
procedures, and other similar actions neces
sary for the construction or alteration, as the 
case may be, of a public building. 

I think obviously this would be a deft
nition of ''construction" in this bill. 
Therefore it would be my intention to 
offer an amendment to clarify the situa
tion and make certain that it does not 
apply to instances where architectural, 
engineering, and planning surveys 
money has been appropriated in the past. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Chairman of the 
committee. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I have read the gentleman's 
amendment. I do not believe it changes 
the intent of the bill at all and I am 
willing to accept the amendment. 

Mr. CRAMER. I thank the gentle
man very much. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Indiana. 

Mr. ADAIR. I concur in the state
ment just made by the Chairman of the 
committee. I am familiar with the pro
posed amendment and find no objection 
to it. 

Mr. CRAMER. I thank both the gen
tlemen very much. It has been sug
gested by the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania that some reference be made to 
the effective date of the act in the 
amendment. The amendment has been 
amended accordingly. I think this gives 
the Congress more to say about vet
erans' hospitals today than it has had 
in the past, because it has had little or 
nothing to say in the matter of authori
zation or legislatively as it relates to 
veterans' hospitals through the Vet
erans' Affairs Committee. It is about 
time Congress recaptured some of the 
authority which has been here usurped 
by or delegated to previously to the 
executive branch of the Government, 
in this instance the Veterans' Adminis
tration. 

I hope the bill passes. 
Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

5 minutes to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. ROUDEBUSH]. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
have asked for this time to ask some 
questions of the chairman of the com
mittee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
TEAGUE]. 

Is it not true that the overall plan
ning of the location of hospitals would 
still rest with the Veterans' Administra .. 
tion under this legislation, but you would 
have the right to audit and approve 
these plans before they were finalized? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. That is 
correct. 

Mr. ROUD~BUSH. It is going to give 
Congress through its Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs the right to look into 
these plans of the Veterans' Administra
tion and not be kept in the dark. The 
Veterans' Administration will have to 
come to your committee, so that you 
may find out where these projects are 
to be constructed or renovated? 
. Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. That is 
correct. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. With that ex
planation, I think this legislation can 
serve a worthwhile purpose. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD]. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, not 
being a member of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs I am not aware of their 
problem but I rather feel I am sympa
thetic in a way, because in our Commit
tee on Atomic Energy we are in this 
position from the standpoint of author .. 
ization. 

Gradually over the years facilities of 
the atomic energy program have been 

built. The Joint Committee now finds 
itself in the position of scrutinizing 
only 8 percent of the budget. We are 
going to come in here next week with 
an approximately $200 million authoriza
tion bill. This is in relation to the $2.7 
billion budget of the atomic energy 
program. 

In 1946 when the original act was 
passed and again in 1954 when it was 
amended the basic act authorized opera
tion, maintenance, research, and de
velopment as the basic statutory au
thorization for the Atomic Energy 
Committee. Therefore, we in the Joint 
Committee had no chance to look at 
their budget and scrutinize it line item 
by line item except in a narrow area. 
So, gradually over the years we have 
found programs started by the Atomic 
Energy Commission and maybe several 
tens of millions of dollars in some in
stances have been spent on a particular 
project, and then they come to us for a 
$5 or $10 million facility to further this 
particular program. 

We are faced at that time with a pro
gram that has been started and carried 
on for 2 or 3 years, and we are placed in 
the position of either denying a vital 
facility or, if we authorize that vital fa
cility, which may be small moneywise 
in relation to the entire program, then 
we commit o:1rselves not only to the pro
gram in the past but maybe a rapidly 
expanding program in the future. 

So the subcommittee on authorization 
which I chair this year has taken action 
on this, and we intend to come in with 
legislation similar to this, although not 
identical, because we have been thinking 
about this and working on it for several 
years. We will come in with an authori
zation bill which will expand the author
ity of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy both in the House and the other 
body to explore more thoroughly these 
programs at their inception, so that we 
can do something about them. We are 
bringing this year's authorization blll in 
with an approximate 10-percent reduc
tion over what the Atomic Energy Com
mission has asked for. 

As the result of scrutinizing some of 
these programs, and in one instance we 
have refused to go ahead with an appro
priation for a facility on a program. We 
want to look at it more carefully before 
we go ahead. When we bring the au
thorization bill to the floor it will be very 
carefully thought out. It is going to 
broaden the Joint Committee's authority 
for authorization. The House will have 
the opportunity to act upon that authori
zation. We are not taking unto the 
committee itself this power to do this 
without bringing it to the House, and 
we will bring to the House this bill, I 
hope, within the next 10 days or 2 weeks. 
It will, in effect, give our committee and 
the Congress the chance to look at these 
tremendous expenditures of tens and 
hundreds of millions of dollars and the 
House can work its will upon it and not 
have it done by administrative action. 
As I understand it, Mr. Chairman, this 
is partly the purpose or the main purpose 
of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs to 
obtain scrutiny in these areas which they 
have not been allowed to scrutinize be-· 
fore. The legislation that we hope to 
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bring to the floor within a week or 10 
days will be carefully thought out to 
guard against that particular point that 
the gentleman from Iowa raised. 

Mr. HEcm..ER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman from California will yield, 
what really disturbs me about this bill 
is that it imposes a tremendous admin
istrative burden on the Congress at a 
time when all Members and committees 
of Congress are overburdened with de
tailed work. I am concerned with the 
assumption of power by Congress which 
does not in fact belong in this bodY. I 
am also disturbed that perhaps we are 
forcing an advance agreement to be 
made by an executive department with 
a congressional committee which, al
though, constitutional, seems to be giv
ing the power of a detailed veto to a 
single committee of Congress. I won
der if this power really belongs in Con
gress rather than in the orderly adminis
tration of the executive branch. Would 
the gentleman from California indicate 
to me whether he feels that this gets 
Congress involved in too much detailed 
work, and the minute administrative de
tails which might more properly be 
handled elsewhere? I was disturbed by 
the description that the gentleman from 
California gave us in light of the tre
mendous administrative burden which 
the Members of Congress and their com
mittees already have. When you add 
additional burdens of a detailed admin
istrative nature on top of that, it would 
seem to me to be entirely the wrong di
rection for the Congress to go. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I do not think the 
Congress should go into the detail-and 
I do not know what the gentleman's in
terpretation of that word is-but I think 
the executive department does have the 
right to admlnister the programs which 
the Congress legislates. I do not think, 
however, that tremendous programs 
should be embarked upon without the 
consultation of the committee having 
jurisdiction. I am looking at this in 
terms of broad authorization and not as 
to the detailed administrative part 
which the gentleman seems to be wor
ried about. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I have no further requests for time. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: . 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States oj 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
5001(a) of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: "Whenever a report is submitted 
to the Bureau of the Budget on any plans, 
surveys. or studies which have been con
ducted with respect to construction, moderni
zation, renovation, or major repair of any 
fac111ty under this section, the Administrator 
shall submit an identical copy thereof to the 
House Committee on Veterans• A1fairs. Be
fore any cOnstruction modernization, reno
vation, or major repair of any facWty i8 
actually begun under this section, the Ad
ministrator shall submit a report thereon to 
the House Committee on Veterans' A1falrs, 

OIX--705 

and no appropriation may thereafter be 
made or used for such construction, modern
ization, renovation. or major repair if before 
the expiration of the first ninety day period 
of continuous session of the Congress which 
ends after the date of the submission of such 
report there is adopted by the House Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs a resolution stat
ing in substance that the commit~ disap
proves the use of appropriated funds fo.r 
such construction, modernization, renova
tion, or major repair. For the purposes of the 
previous sentence, continuity of session of 
the Congress shall be considered as broken 
only by adjournment sine die." 

With the following committee amend
ment. 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

"Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives ot the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
5001 of title 38, United States Code, is amend
ed by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"'(g) (1) No appropriation shall be made to 
construct any hospitals, domiciliaries, or out
patient dispensary facilities or to acquire 
any such facilities involving an expenditure 
in excess of $100,000, and no appropriation 
shall be made to alter any such facility in
volving an expenditure in. excess of $200,000, 
if such construction, alteration, or acquisi
tion has not been approved by a resolution 
adopted by the Committee on Veterans• Af
fairs of the House of Representatives, and 
such approval has not been rescinded as pro
vided in paragraph (3) of this subsection. 
For the purpose of securing consideration of 
such approval the Administrator shall trans
mit to Congress such prospectus of the pro
posed project, including (but not limited 
to)-

.. '(A) a brief description of the facilities 
to be constructed, altered, or acquired; and 

"'(B) the location of the project, and an 
estimate of the maximum cost of the project. 

.. '(2) The estimated maximum cost of 
any project approved under this subsection 
as set forth in any prospectus may be in
creased by an amount equal to the percentage 
increase, if any, as determined by the Ad
ministrator, in construction or alteration 
costs, as the case may be, from the date of 
transmittal of such prospectus to Congress, 
but in no event shall the increase author
ized by this paragraph exceed 10 per centum 
of such estimated maximum cost. 

.. '(3) In the case of any project approved 
for construction, alteration, or acquisition, 
by the Committee on Veterans' Aftlairs in ac
cordance with paragraph (1) of this subsec
tion, for which an appropriation has not 
been made within one year after the date of 
such approval, the Committee may rescind, 
by resolution, its approval of such project at 
any time thereafter before such an appropri
ation has been made'." 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (interrupting 
the reading of the amendment) . Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the further reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with and that the bill be 
open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I ofier 

an amendment. 
'l11e Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CRAMER to the 

committee amendment: On page 2, line 19, 
strike out "No" and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"Except in the case of any project of con
struction, alteration or acquisition, or any 
phase thereof, with respect to which any 

appropriation has been made prior to the 
effective date of this act no". 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I am delighted to yield 
to my colleague. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, there is no objection to the gentle
man's amendment on this side of the 
aisle. 

Mr. CRAMER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I am delighted to 
yield to my colleague. 

Mr. ADAm. Mr. Chairman, I know 
of no objection on this side of the aisle 
to the gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. CRAMER. Let me say for the 
benefit of my colleagues that this amend
ment does not have any retroactive ef
fect on hospitals on which appropria
tions have already been made. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. CRAMER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I ofier an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Gaoss to the 

committee amendment: On page 2, strike out 
line 25, and strike out all of page 3, and in
sert in lieu thereof the following: "not been 
specifically authorized by law enacted after 
the date of enactment of this Act." 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I would like 
to say to the gentleman that we have 
each Congress between 500 and 600 bills 
in the Veterans• Afrairs Committee that 
we examine, and on which we take action. 
The action of the committee in this par
ticular matter was in the belief that we 
were being helpful to the House of Rep
resentatives and not taking something 
away from it~ 

Mr. Chairman, as far as I am per
sonally concerned, I will accept the gen
tleman's amendment, though I would 
point out there is ample precedent for 
the bill as it was reported. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, will 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to say to my colleague, the gentle
man from Iowa £Mr. GROSS], that as 
much as I respect him and appreciate his 
view. I think this is the wrong time to 
have this amendment adopted. I think 
it goes entirely too far and will be a 
burden which the House should not be 
asked to assume at this time. There
fore, Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the 
gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. GROSS. The amendment simply 
provides than any Veterans' Administra
tion construction will have to come to 
the House of Representatives. 'l11is is 
the procedure for other committees of 
the House, the notable exception being 
the Public Works Committee, and as I 
have previously stated the House ought 
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to insist upon the right to scrutinize all 
public works projects. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida; 

Mr. CRAMER. The gentleman strikes 
all on page 3. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. 
Mr. CRAMER. I wonder if it is the 

intention of the gentleman, however, 
that the procedures set out on page 3 
for submitting a project through the 
prospectus method to the committee for 
action by the committee and subse
quently by the Congress be abandoned? 

Mr. GROSS. There is no necessity for 
the language on page 3. It is super
fiuous, if my amendment is adopted, be
cause all VA projects would have to come 
to the committee and through the legis
lative process to the full House. 

Mr. CRAMER. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. 
Mr. CRAMER. That is the very point 

I wish the gentleman to state, as a mat
ter of record. 

Mr. GROSS. Surely. 
Mr. CRAMER. I wish for the gentle

man to state that as a matter of legis
lative history-that it is not the inten
tion of the gentlerean to strike out the 
requirements for the submission by the 
Veterans Administration of a prospectus 
to the committee. 

Mr. GROSS. Not at all. 
Mr. CRAMER. But, this is an addi

tional responsibility, and that the Con
gress itself must act after the committee 
acts? 

Mr. GROSS. There is only one place 
where the Veterans' Administration can 
go, and that is where they ought to go, to 
the Committee on Veterans' A1fairs, and 
that committe should then come to the 
fioor of the House. 

Mr. Chairinan, on the subject of sud
den disaster or calamity, I do not know 
the law, but I am sure the President's 
disaster fund would take care of a hos
pital that was damaged by fire or earth
quake or some similar catastrophe. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. 
Mr. CRAMER. The reason I ask the 

question was that the Public Buildings 
Act specifically sets out the procedure 
that shall be followed by the Adminis
tration in submittinr the prospectus and 
proposed buildings to the Congress. I 
wanted to make sure that the record 
showed that even though the bill does 
not so state now, it is not the intention 
of the gentleman that the prospectus 
in the future should not be submitted 
to the committee, as would otherwise be 
required under the bill? 

Mr. GROSS. Certainly I say again 
there is only one place the Veterans' Ad
ministration should go, and that is to the 
committee on Veterans' Affairs of the 
House of Representatives and its coun
terpart in the other body. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield to me? 

'Mr. GROSS. Yes; I yield to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMOND.SON. I would like to 
make certain that I fully Wlderstand the 
gentleman's amendment, because under 
the explanation just given by the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. CRAMER] the gen
tleman is proposing a requirement with 
regard to the building of any hospital or 
the modernization or improvement of 
any hospital that costs over $100,000 
that goes beyond the present require
ments on public buildings under the 
Public Buildings Act. 

It would actually require statutory 
enactment and passage by both the 
House and Senate, and the full body of 
both the House and Senate, before you 
could have even a $150,000 repair proj
ect on one of these hospitals; is that 
correct? 

Mr. GROSS. I just got through say
ing I am sure if an emergency arose, 
anything in the nature of an emergency, 
the President's Disaster Fund would take 
care of it. You can also establish in 
appropriations for the future a contin
gency fund for that purpose. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Nevertheless, the 
gentleman is in agreement that he is 
taking a step beyond what we require in 
the case of the construction of post o:m.ces 
or other public buildings under present 
procedure, making it more di:tncult to 
make improvements, repairs, and mod
ernization, as well as construction on 
our veterans hospitals. 

Mr. GROSS. The first thing to be con
sidered is that all the Members of Con
gress ought to have something to say 
about the hundreds of millions of dol
lars that are being spent. The commit
tees dealing with veterans legislation 
ought to know first what is being pro
posed and why, and have something to 
say about it. Then the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee ought to come to all the 
Members of the House. My amendment 
provides that they specifically do just 
that. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I am not in agree
ment with the gentleman on that. We 
have that review of the administrative 
funds and the appropriation funds. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment o1fered 
by the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time for the 
purpose of hoping to help accomplish 
perhaps what the gentleman desires to 
accomplish but without taking away 
from the bill the beneficial aspects of it. 
I am concerned that the proposal offered 
by the gentleman from Iowa will strike 
out page 3 which contains certain provi
sions that in my opinion are essential for 
proper management and administration 
of the program, including the submission 
of prospectuses to the committee by the 
Veterans' Administration, a permission 
as contained in paragraph 2 for a tO
percent discretionary or latitude in the 
Veterans' Administration over and above 
what is authorized in a monetary figure 
by authorizing legislation. Then the 
third paragraph that deals with the case 
of any project approved for construc
tion, alteration, and so forth by the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. In ac
cordance with paragraph 1 of this sub
section, for which an appropriation has 
not been made within 1 year after the 

date of such approval, and so forth, it is 
an approval which gives some policing 
authority and will not leave projects 
laying on the shelf indefinitely without 
action. It is the same problem we had in 
connection with the 1959 act on public 
buildings. The important proposal will 
be that on line 1, page 3, after the word 
"Representatives" add the words "and 
the Congress," and on line 21, page 3, 
after the word "Veterans' A1fairs" add 
"and the Congress." That will be so that 
the Congress will still be in the picture . 
but the procedural aspects of this legis
lation that are sound will still be in the 
legislation and the Congress will have to 
act upon what the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee does but after the procedure set 
out for VA is followed, including the fil
ing of prospectuses, the 10-percent dis
cretionary authority, then the 1-year de
letion of approval by the committee. So 
there can be some proper policing or 
proper review of these di1ferent author
izations, and they do not sit on the shelf 
without appropriation. I think that is 
one of the most salutary effects of the 
Public Buildings Act. That is, to have 
these projects acted upon within a rea
sonable period of time. If not, the com
mittee can reconsider them in the light 
of other projects that have been author
ized and in the light of available funds, 
and they do not sit on the shelf forever, 
which has happened in the case of a 
number of public works projects. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HOLFIELD. Will the gentleman 
explain what he means by the 10-percent 
contingency and where he introduced it? 

Mr. CRAMER. It is in the present 
legislation, in paragraph 2, page 3, line 
4, which provides there is a 10-percent 
discretionary amount that can be spent 
in excess of the actual dollar value of 
the project authorized. There has to 
be some discretion, and the 10-percent 
discretion is the same as contained in the 
Public Buildings Act. 

My substitute, which I have at the 
desk and will offer at the proper time, 
will still do as the gentleman from Iowa 
wishes. I am in favor of that. That 
was my position on the Public Buildings 
Act, but we could not get an agreement 
on it. The minority was in favor of 
action by the Congress in addition to 
the committee. 

So, I am very much in favor of it, 
but I think the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from · Iowa goes farther 
than even he intends. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield I am perfectly will
ing to ask unanimous consent to with
draw my amendment to the bill if the 
gentleman can assure me that he has 
an amendment which will bring these 
authorizations to the House floor. My 
only object in offering the amendment 
is that the Members of the House, and 
all of them, have something to say about 
this program. 

Mr. CRAMER. I am wholeheartedly 
1n agreement with the gentleman, and 
I have stated what the amendment is; 
that on page 3, line 1, after "Represent-
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atives" we add . "and the Congress," and 
where the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs is referred to ln the second place, 
page 3, llne 21, add "and the Congress." 
That retains tbe procedure but does not 
destroy the legislation. 

Mr. GROSS. Without taking the gen
tleman off his feet, I should like to ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment. I do not want to take the 
gentleman off hls feet, and I realize that 
ln asking unanimous consent, because 
he arose to speak on my amendment, 
that lt would be taking h1m off· h1s feet. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, does this 
unanimous consent request have the ef
fect of substituting the amendment . of 
the gentleman from Florida for the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa? 

The CHAffiMAN. No. The gentle
man from Florida can then offer his 
amendment. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CRAMER to the 

committee amendments: 
Pa.ge 3, line 1, after "Representatives" in

sert "and the Congress." 
Line 21, after "Affairs" add "and the Con-

gress". · 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman,· as I 
have explained, the purpose of this 
amendment is to require approval of the 
Congress of any action taken by the Vet
erans' Affairs Committee and not de
stroy the proper procedure set out in the 
legislation. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. May I say to the 
gentleman that I concu:.- in his objec
tive in what seems to be the sentiment 
here today, that the Congress should 
have the authority to pass on and auth
orize these various projects of the Vet
erans' Administration. But, I want to be 
sure that we are not confused or mixed 
up as to the expansion of this review 
by the Congress. When you say "the 
Congress" I assume that means and in
cludes the other body. So, in one part 
of the bill it would refer to the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee of the House of Repre
sentatives, which is part and parcel of 
this body, but no reference is made to 
the other body, the committee, or the 
Congress as a whole. So, I assume when 
you amend this to include "the Con
gress," it means with the approval of 
both bodies. 

Mr. CRAMER. That is correct, and 
that was the intent and purpose of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa, that both the Senate and the 
House have to . act. Frankly, I cannot 
see how the House of Representatives 
can enact a bill without the Senate act
ing, and that is the reason I had a few 

reservations about the .Proposal; namely, 
how the House can act on public build
ing~, Veterans' Administration or other
wise, without concurrence of the other 
body. I think that is a question which 
this helps to solve. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas. . 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Of course, the 
gentleman knows there is no committee 
on veterans' affairs in the other body. 

Mr. CRAMER. I wholeheartedly agree 
that there is no veterans' affairs commit
tee in the other body, but at the same 
time I think there is a very serious con
stitutional and otherwise question as to 
whether the House could act in author
izing legislation without concurrence of 
the Senate, regardless whether there 
exists one committee in one body and 
not in the other. . 

I think this helps to cure that serious 
legal question which might otherwise 
be involved, and I ask for the adoption 
of the amendment. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me perhaps 
we are endeavoring today too much from 
the standpoint of writing or rewriting 
this bill on the House floor. I do not 
believe there will be muc1;1 opposition by 
the members of this group to bringing 
back to the House floor for authoriza
tion, the construction of a new Veterans' 
Administration hospital. In . fact, i 
would be . in favor of. that 'provision. 
However, this amendment would go 
beyond that and would require any re-: 
pair to any existing Veterans' Adminis
tration ·· hospital, ·if such repair costs 
more than· $200,000, to come back to this 
House floor for approval. This is en
tirely different. 

As I mentioned, we have had earth
quakes in California which caused se
rious damage to hospitals and involved 
repairs in amounts of hundreds of thou
sands of dollars and running up to as 
high as $1 million. It is perfectly pos
sible that you could have a :fire in a 
Veterans' Administration hospital and 
you would be required to move out sev
eral hundred patients, and it might be 
most urgent that you do those repairs 
almost immediately in order to move 
those patients back in. The approval of 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee is some
thing practical because that can be done 
in a matter of 24 to 48 hours. However, 
the approval of the House of Representa
tives is something very different. From 
past experience we know that just does 
not work this fast. It seems to me this 
amendment goes entirely too far under 
the circumstances. 

The conimittee looked over this bill 
and came out ·with a usable compromise 
and said that the Veterans' Adrilinistra
tion shall not act independently but shall 
come back to their committee and ask 
for approval of their specific proposals .. 
It seems to me it is 'a reasop.able com
promise. The House Public Works Com
mittee, on which I serve, I might say has 
the authority itself to approve public 
buildings and, because of the volume of 
small flood control projects·, for example, 

the House of Representatives and the 
Senate collectively last year passed a bill 
authorizing the Corps of Engineers it
self to make a decision on flood control 
projects up to $1 million. If you dele
gate the authority for a public building 
or for a flood control project but retain 
the authority for something as urgent as 
repairs to a hospital that might be dam
aged by earthquake or fire, where ur
gency is far greater than in the case of 
building a new public building, then it 
seems to me we are not· being realistic 
about the situation. For that reason, 
Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amendment. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I find myself in pretty 
complete agreement with the statement 
of the gentleman from California just 
concluded. I had the honor of serving 
for a while on the Veterans' Affairs Com-· 
mittee of the House and I have the high
est regard for the able chairman of that 
committee and for the membership of 
that committee. 

Personally I find no difficulty in going 
along with the bill as it was reported out 
of the committee, but I thoroughly :agree 
with the gentleman from California that 
when we insert in this bill, as reported 
by the committee, the further require
ment that for any kinq of a construction 
project, and any kind of an improvement 
or alteration project that involves over 
$1.00,000 that you have t;o. bring it to 
the floor of this House and bring it to 
the floor of the Senate and get the con
currence of both of those bod1es, then 
you are making a very burdensome thing 
out of the administration of the plant 
of the Veterans' Administration. That 
is a tremendous plant and it is nation
wide in scope. It is something that up 
to this time, I think, has been as free 
from politics as anything we have in 
our Government. When you start 
bringing in to active floor consideration 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate comparatively minor repair proj
ects and alteration projects in these 
hospitals you do a disservice to the vet
erans' program. 

I earnestly hope that the amendment 
offered by the gentleman ·from Florida 
will be defeated. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I asked for this time in 
order that I might ask questions of the 
gentleman from Florida concerning the 
purpose and intent of his amendment. I 
am not quite clear and I suspect that 
many other Members of this House are 
not quite clear on it . . I would like to ask 
this of the gentleman from Florida: 
First, under your amendment would it 
be necessary whenever an addition, or 
renovation, or repair of an existing Vet-:. 
erans' Administration hospital is ac
complished that prior authority must be 
granted by. both Houses of Congress? 

Mr. CRAMER. If in fact for con
struction purposes the cost is in excess 
of $100,000 the answer is "Yes." If it 
relates to alterations and ·the cost is in 
excess of $200,000, the answer is "Yes." I 
will say to the gentleman those are the 
same figures and the same authorizing 
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limitations as set out in the Public Build
ings Act of 1959 requiring committee 
approval, but not House and· Senate 
approval. 

Mr . . EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I yield. 
Mr. EDMONDSON. As a ·matter· of 

fact, I will say to the gentleman that this 
is going to require House and Senate 
approval twice, both in the authorizing 
procedure and also in the appropriations 
procedure. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I will say to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma that was my 
impression. I want to make my feelings 
perfectly clear for the edification of the 
body. Certainly I do not want to take 
any authority away from this :floor of 
Congress and I do not think any other 
Member does. But I do feel that this 
amendment could cause possible con
fusion and delay on repair and reno
vation of our Veterans' Administration 
facilities. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

M·r. ROUDEBUSH. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. Unless you adopt the 

Cramer amendment, that is exactly 
what you are going to do, short-circuit 
again Members of the House of Repre
sentatives who are neither on the Ap
propriations Committee nor on the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee of the 
House. That is exactly what you do 
without it. 
- Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I do not see the 
gentleman's point. First, you are going 
to require two actions by the House and 
the Senate, appropriating and authoriz
ing for a particular repair job. Why does 
the gentleman say we would not be de
laying a project? I do not understand 
the gentleman. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I yield. 
Mr. COLLIER. I simply want to say 

that it appears to me, on listening to the 
discussion here, that the legislation 
would improve what has been a bad situ
ation and the amendment will only im
prove it to death. 

.~he CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. CRAMER) there 
were-ayes 40, noes 73. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the committee amendment as amended. 
The committee amendment as 

amended was agreed to. 
The CHAmMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. STAGGERS, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H.R. 4347> to limit the authority of the 
Veterans' Administration and the Bu
reau of the Budget with respect to new 
construction or alteration of veterans' 
hospitals pursuant to House Resolution 
403, he reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, , the 
previous ·question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. . . 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

THE NEED FOR MODERNIZATION OF 
VANCOUVER VETERANS' HOSPI
TAL 
Mrs. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. HANSEN: Mr. Speaker, in sup

porting H.R. 4347 today, it is my distinct 
understanding-and if this is not true, 
I would appreciate being corrected by 
the chairman of the committee-that 
through the passage of this bill, Congress 
will be enabled to better weigh hospital 
expenditures in all areas of the United 
States and take fuller cognizance of the 
actual bed needs of an area. In my own 
district in the State of Washington, we 
have a Veterans' Administration hospi
tal constructed in 1941 for the care of 
war wounded, a cantonment type of hos
pital, known as Barnes Veterans Hospi
tal. 

This hospital serves not only South
west Washington but it serves other 
areas of Washington and Oregon. In 
my offi.ce is a file of correspondence from 
commanders of service groups through
out our State and from the State of Ore
gon, urging not only the continuance of 
the Barnes Hospital for the benefit of 
our veterans, but urging its reconstruc
tion and the necessary expenditure of 
funds to modernize it. 

Veterans who have used this hospital 
and who seek to use it, do so for a multi
plicity of reasons, but particularly be
cause of its fine staff, its reputation for 
good will, individual attention, and the 
one-story type of service, enabling activi
ties denied in high-rise institutions. 

The average cost for the care of a 
patient at Barnes is low, ranking with 
the lowest among all veterans' hospitals, 
yet it consistently ranks among the 
highest in effi.ciency ratings conducted 
by the Administrator .of Veterans' Hos
pitals. Total bed capacity is 501, the 
average daily patient total is 441, and it 
serves about 3,500 veterans each year. 
Here I list costs per day in four hospi
tals in the Northwest: 

Cost per day per 1961 1962 1963 (esti-
patient mated) 

Vancouver Hospital .••••• $25.00 $27.00 $28.00 
Portland Hospital ••.••••• 28.44 29.05 28.61 
Seattle Hospital __________ 31.79 32.72 32.08 
Spokane HospitaL~------ 28.00 29.00 28.00 

Yet, in spite of this support by vet
erans, in spite of its high effi.ciency, its 
low· cost and the number of veterans 
served each year, the Veterans' Adminis
tration has to date spent not 1 cent on 
reconstruction or rehabilitation of this 
hospital. · · 

If this bill will assist in bettering the 
veterans' hospital situation throughout 
the United States, then I cannot but 
wholeheartedly support it. 

If it did not meet these needs and 
did not recognize the necessity of using 
all types · of standards for determining 
reconstruction and rehabilitation ex
penditures, I would not support it. 

WHY HARASS SECRETARY 
McNAMARA? 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to· address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, each day 

there is new evidence of the growing 
awareness throughout the country of the 
ill-conceived and deliberate attempts on 
the part of some to harass and embarrass 
our extremely able and deeply dedicated 
Secretary of Defense, Robert S. Mc
Namara. 

The thinly veiled campaign against 
Mr. McNamara is not succeeding. The 
public appreciates his determination to 
bring about meaningful unification of 
our armed services. 

As evidence of the growing concern 
throughout the country, I am including 
here four articles of editorial comment 
which have appeared during the past few 
days in the Nation's press. 

The first is an editorial from the 
Arkansas Gazette of June 5. 

The second is a column by Jim G. 
Lucas, writer for the Scripps-Howard 
newspapers. 

The other two are columns by Rowland 
Evans and Robert Novak, which ap
peared in the Washington Post on June 
7 and June 19, respectively. 
[From the Arkansas Gazette, June 5, 1963] 

CAMPAIGN To GET McNAMARA UNDERWAY 

Representative JIM WRIGHT, the Texas 
Democrat, has put the suspicion into the 
very bluntest of words: In a current news
letter to his constituents, Congressman 
WRIGHT wrote that a certain group in the 
m111tary-long accustomed to have its own 
way-is out to get Defense Secretary Robert 
S. McNamara. 

Under our system, the Secretary of De
fense must and should be accountable to 
some kind of second guessing on his weapons 
procurement decisions, as on other decisions 
that materially affect the overall defense 
posture of the country. This is a function 
which the several committees of jurisdiction 
in the Congress can be entrusted to perform. 

In reality, the trouble is not in the in
vestigations themselves so much as the par
tisan political use made of their findings at 
a time when the returns are by no means 
all in. 

An example was last week's broadside at
ta~k by Representative H. R. Gaoss, of Iowa, 
one of the loudest congressional champions 



1963 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 11207 
of economy in Government. The irony here 
is that of all the men in the Government at 
Washington today, Robert McNamara is doing 
the most acting (as distinc~ from talking) 
to effect the kind of economies that possibly 
alone can assure us a viable future as a 
nation. The economies the Secretary of De
fense is called upon to effect are inherent in 
the job, for the money saved thereby must 
go toward providing the ever more ex
pensive weapons of the future. The job 
thus involves selection of a most sensitive 
kind, and it is next to impossible to avoid 
stepping on somebody's toes in the process. 
We have disagreed with some of Mr. Mc
Namara's weapons decisions in the past, at 
the risk of being proved wrong by events, and 
likely wlll disagree again in the future. But 
we have never disagreed with the starting 
proposition that these final decisions are 
properly his--and his alone. 

There are no indispensable men in our 
governmental scheme of things, but there 
are some indispensable jobs. And while it is 
possible that Mr. McNamara's unique blend 
of dedication and professional skills could be 
matched somewhere out there in the wilder
ness, it is by no means certain that "an
other McNamara" (if, in fact such a creature 
exists) would willingly have his neck meas
ured in advance for the same guillotine. 

THE OrHER McNAMARA 
(By Jim G. Lucas) 

When the French and German Defense 
Ministers were here early this year, Defense 
Secretary Robert S. McNamara asked them 
around to his home for breakfast. 

Since the McNamaras have no regular cook, 
Mrs. McNamara fried bacon and eggs, brewed 
coffee, and toasted buns. Her husband 
waited table. 

This is the "other" McNamara, often ob
scured by the controversies surrounding the 
man and his policies. Even his critics say 
Mr. McNamara is able, that he runs the 
Pentagon. But they say he lacks heart, is 
arrogant, not interested in people. 

This hurts and alarms his friends. They 
know him, instead, as a decent fellow, a 
gracious host, a considerate boss. They are 
puzzled how such a legend could grow up 
around a genuinely warm h-uman being. 

But they also admit--a bit sadly-it prob
ably is his own fault. 

"Bob has none of the instincts of a com
mander or a politician," says one White 
House adviser. "He could use both. But 
you just cannot get him to do something he 
considers the slightest bit phony. That 
doesn't come naturally for him." 

There is a strong human side to the man. 
It is revealed, in part, by these stories, 
gleaned from talks over a period of weeks 
with his friends. 

Story No. 1: A G8-9 ($7,500 a year) worked 
late into the night, several nights in a row, 
on a classified report. He was so far down 
the totem pole he didn't know Mr. McNamara 
was aware of his existence. Late one eve
ning, Mr. McNamara called the man's wife at 
home, thanked her "for being so patient with 
us," remarked that her husband's work 
"means a lot to this country of ours," and 
wound up saying, "I know you're proud of 
such a man." 

Story No.2: Mr. McNamara stopped briefly 
in a corridor to chat with a senior Air Force 
officer and noted he looked tired. That eve
ning, the officer got a call from Mr. McNa
mara at home. The Secretary "ordered" him 
to take off a week or so and rest up. 

Story No. 3: An Assistant Secretary turned 
down an invitation for a Caribbean cruise. 
Mr. McNamara suggested he reconsider. The 
assistant said he was far too busy. "All 
right," Mr. McNamara said, "I'll take no 
vacation, either, this year. Damned if I'll 
admit you're more valuable around here than 
I am." The man went, came back refreshed. 

None of these stories is particularly news
worthy. They lose a lot in the telling. Their 
punchlines could be sharpened. But they 
are not the kind of stories other people tell 
about IBM machines. 

Mr. McNamara could be in deep trouble 
with Congress. The TFX inquiry has slowed 
his programs. There have been no major 
reforms in months. But his main source of 
power is intact, 

"Aside from his brother, Robert Kennedy, 
no one is closer to the President than Bob 
McNamara," a White House adviser says. 

Has TFX hurt him? 
"Undoubtedly," this source said. "In some 

quarters. But it has not hurt him with the 
President." 

Meanwhile, the McNamaras' idea of a night 
on the town is to pick up the (Deputy Sec
retary) Roswell Gilpatric, drive to their 
favorite German restaurant and "waste" the 
evening eating German sausages, drinking 
German beer, and singing German songs. 

[From the Washington Post, June 7, 1963] 
THE TFX LOSER 

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 
Though the interminable TFX investiga

tion is months away from being buttoned 
up, the big loser in this dreary business has 
now emerged: Senator JOHN L. MCCLELLAN 
and his famed Permanent Investigations 
Subcommittee. 

McCLELLAN's investigation of the Defense 
Department's contract award for the fu
turistic TFX fighter-bomber will produce 
no clean winner. Certainly not Defense Sec
retary Robert McNamara. His maladroit 
handling of McCLELLAN has exploded the 
myth of computer infallibility. Congres
sional respect for McNamara never will be 
quite what it was before TFX. 

But McCLELLAN's reputation has suffered 
much more. For the first time in his career 
of shielding the Nation from sin, the im
perious moralizer from Arkansas has failed 

- to drive home his sermon. He and the sub
committee staff have been unable to convict 
McNamara and his bright young men of 
sinister deeds in giving the TFX contract to 
General Dynamics instead of Boeing. 

The TFX award will not be canceled. 
There wm be no competition of prototypes 
between General Dynamics a.nd Boeing, as 
McCLELLAN has suggested. And most defi
nitely, McNamara will not resign from the 
Cabinet in disgrace, which became the real 
aim of McCLELLAN. 

This failure to add McNamara's scalp to 
his long collection leaves McCLELLAN in a 
dilemma new to him. 

If his subcommittee issues a noncom
mittal report on the TFX affair or no report 
at all, it will be an admission of gross error 
that would be difficult for anyone so self
righteous as McCLELLAN. 

But if he insists on a tough anti-McNamara 
report, he might get no better than a 5-to-4 
vote of support from his sharply divided sub
committee. Worse yet, the parent Govern
ment Operations Committee might reject the 
subcommittee's report, which would be an 
insufferable humiliation. 

The decline Of JOHN MCCLELLAN goes deep
er than his failure to destroy a Defense Secre
tary. There are signs that more than a few 
Senators are fed up with the headline-hunt
ing antics of the Investigations Subcommit
tee. 

Created in 1946 to watch over Government 
agencies, the subcommittee soon diverted its 
talents to hunting Communists under the 
leadership of Senator Joe McCarthy. 
Though McCarthy was condemned by the 
Senate in 1954, the Senate put no restrictions 
on the subcommittee. 

From 1957 to 1961, McCLELLAN and the in
vestigating staff (then headed by Robert 
F. Kennedy) conducted a wild-swinging 
special investigation of labor racketeering. 

It has lashed out in all directions the last 
2 years, including investigations of B-girls 
and Jimmy Hoffa--with no discernible pur
pose other than newspaper publicity. 

What is new today is a quiet rise of anti
McCLELLAN sentiment within his own sub
committee. There is growing disgust with 
staff investigators who act like grade B movie 
district attorneys trying to humlliate every
body they investigate. Senators are getting 
sick and tired of lurid subcommittee reports 
reading like paper-back detective novels. 

Despite all this, the Senate is not about 
to rebuke McCLELLAN by requiring more or
derly procedures for his subcommittee. 
McCLELLAN is undergoing a more subtle form 
of punishment. He has lost the confidence 
of his peers. 

(From the Washington Post, June 19, 1963] 
THE V/ STOL NONSENSE 

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 
There was a little noticed but graphic il

lustration on Capitol Hill last week of the 
kind of investigation Congress simply should 
not be making. 

At issue was the year-old award of a re
search contract for the proposed V/Stol, a 
highly experimental plane that is supposed 
to take off and land vertically like a helicop
ter but fly like a regular airplane. The con
tract went to Bell Aerosystems Co., even 
though Navy brass lined up solidly with 
Douglas Aircraft, a longtime Navy favorite. 

Sound familiar? This is the same ques
tion of Defense Department civilians over
ruling uniformed officers that lies at the 
heart of the uproarious investigation of the 
TFX fighter-bomber contract. 

The TFX investigation has been staggering 
along in Senator JoHN McCLELLAN's Perma
nent Investigations Subcommittee all year, 
but the V/Stol question was cleaned up in 
3 days last week by Senator JoHN STEN
NIS' Preparedness Subcommittee. The ex
planation of this contrast is easy: Mc
CLELLAN is a notorious headline milker, and 
STENNIS isn't. STENNIS always tries to hold 
down the fireworks and complete an investi
gation with all deliberate speed. 

Brief as it was, however, there remains the 
question of whether the Stennis investiga
tion was not 3 days too long. 

Unlike the intricate TFX affair, the V/Stol 
facts are simple enough. The admirals ad
vised that the Douglas proposal was superior 
to Bell's on a technical basis, though both 
were acceptable. In addition, they declared, 
the Douglas plan would be a little, though 
not much, cheaper. 

But Deputy Defense Secretary Roswell Gil
patric overruled the Navy and awarded 'the 
contract to Bell. As Pentagon men testified 
last week, Bell has had much more experi
ence with vertical take-off-and-landing air
craft than Douglas. 

Even more to the point (although they 
were loath to say it out loud last week), top 
Defense Department officials simply have lost 
confidence in the management team at 
Douglas to deliver on risky experimental con
tracts. Although the Navy and Douglas have 
had a happy partnership in producing the 
AD series of attack planes, the company's per
formance in trying to develop the ill-fated 
Skybolt air-to-ground missile was con
sidered subpar by the men who run the 
Pentagon. 

There's room to complain about the V/ Stol 
contract procedure only if one applies the 
most strained and questionable interpreta
tion of procurement regulations. But such 
an interpretation would prevent the civilian 
command from exercising any discretion at 
all. It would compel them to accept as final 
the opinion of Navy engineers . 

Most Senators acc.ept the wisdom of pres
ent law permitting the Secretary of Defense 
to overrule the faceless technicians. Ac
cordingly, all that is really left to investigate 
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Is whether Gilpatric was correct in preferring 
;Bell's management to the Pouglas crew. But 
STENNis never had any intention of investi
gating the relative merits of two private com
panies, and properly so. 

Why then was this obscure contract award 
investigated at all? This is a murky area, 
but there seems to be two reasons. And both 
go back to the TFX investigation. 

First, uniformed naval officers wanted 
V/ Stol investigated. There is a not-so-quiet 
war currently raging between Defense Secre
tary Robert McNamara and the uniform Navy. 
It wouldn't be surprising if rebellious naval 
officers, noting the embarrassment McNamara 
has been subjected to in the TFX affair, 
would try to further discredit tough civilian 
control at the Pentagon. 

Second, there is good reason to believe 
McCLELLAN's investigators ran into the 
V/ Stol affair while digging into the TFX 
award. Though the Stennis staff denies it, 
some well-informed sources in Congress 
actually believe STENNis took over the v / Stol 
investigation to keep it out of McCLELLAN's 
hands. 

At any rate, the Pentagon has good reason 
to be thankful that V/ Stol wound up in the 
STENNIS subcommittee. The investigation 
offered headline-producing possibilities of 
con1Uct-of-1nterest and White House in-
1luence that STENNIS intentionally ignored as 
irrelevant. 

But to concede that the investigation was 
orderly is a long way from declaring it 
necessary or even useful. It was neither. 

COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH 
CENTERS 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Rhode Island? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, to 

complete my introduction of legislation 
needed to implement the President's 
proposals relative to mental illness and 
mental retardation, I am today intro
ducing for appropriate reference a bill 
designed to provide for Federal sup-

. port . for the construction and initial 
staffing of community mental health 
.centers. 

The bill is nearly identical to H,R. 
3688, on which hearings were held be
fore a subcommittee of the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
in March. I am including a summary of 
it at the end of my remarks. 

My motives for introducing this bill 
are twofold. First, as a longtime ad
vocate of effective legislation in the 
mental health field, I wish to leave no 
doubt in anyone's mind as to where I 
stand in relation to the provisions of this 
bill. I am for these provisions, and I 
consider their adoption by this House 
to be of critical importance. 

Second, I wish to emphasize, by my 
introduction of a separate community 
mental health centers bill, my conviction 
that the omnibus approach to this type 
of legislation is ineffective, and need
lessly delays the passage of necessary 
legislation by this House. 

Briefly, the two major provisions· of 
this bill are these: First, that congres
sional authorization be secured for 
grants to the States to construct com
prehensive community mental health 
centers beginning in fiscal year 1965, 

with the Federal Government providing 
45 to 75 percent of the project cost; and, 
second, that Congress .authorize short
term project grants for the initial 
stamng cost of these centers, with the 
Federal Government providing up to 75 
percent of the costs in the early months, 
on a gradually declining basis, terminat
ing such support for a project within 
less than 5 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I trust I need not detail 
for the Members of this House the great 
need we have for this legislation. As 
the President stated in his message of 
February 5: 

We cannot afford to postpone any longer 
a reversal in our approach to mental affilc
tion. For too long the shabby treatment of 
the many mUlions of the mentally dis
abled in custodial institutions and many 
millions more in communities needing help 
has been justified on grounds of inade
quate funds, further studies, and future 
promises. We can procrastinate no more. 

The provisions of this bill, and the 
community mental health centers as con
ceptualized in the President's message 
are soundly based upon recent develop
ments in mental health activities 
throughout the country. These devel
opments indicate that a large proportion 
of the mentally ill who previously were 
thought to require a long-term stay in a 
State mental hospital can be effectively 
cared for within their home communities 
if adequate community services are pro
vided. 

For example, some studies show that 
only approximately 7 percent of the psy
chiatric patients treated for 2 or 3 weeks 
in a general hospital are transferred to 
mental hospitals offering long-term care. 
In addition, modern treatment methods 
have made it possible to treat effectively 
in outpatient facilities many patients 
who formerly would have required long
term hospitalization. In one study, psy
chotic patients cared for in a day center 
were returned to their jobs within 6 
weeks. Other patients, with a similar 
degree of illness, were hospitalized in a 
State hospital, where their average 
length of stay was 6 months . 

However, in all but a few communities 
in the country and for all but a few of 
the mentally ill, patient care within the 
community is inadequate and poorly 
coordinated. 

The comprehensive community mental 
health center will provide prompt and 
comprehensive services--early diagnosis, 
outpatient and inpatient treatment, and 
transitional and rehabilitative services. 
It will be close to the patient's home so 
that he can reach it when it is needed, 
and so that his problems can be quickly 
and effectively dealt with. As his needs 
change, the patient in such a center 
can move quickly from one appropriate 
service to another-basically, he will be 
able to proceed from diagnosis through 
treatment and recovery to rehabilitation 
in the shortest possible time. 

In addition, the centers will place a 
heavy emphasis upon preventing mental 
illness wherever possible, and in improv
ing the mental health of the community 
in which it is located. 

Mr. Speaker, '! fervently hope and be
lieve that the effect of this leg~lation, if 
fully implemented, will be to revolution-

ize our present system of caring for the 
mentally ill. It will insure that mentally 
ill persons are not needlessly hospitalized 
in State mental hospitals when their ill
nesses are such that they can appropri
ately be cared for within the community. 
And it will insure that the State mental 
hospital of the future, relieved of the 
burden of caring for patients who can 
appropriately be cared for in the com
munity, will function as an effective es
sential resource within a comprehensive 
program of mental health care. 

However, this bill, as a legislative pro
posal, is evolutionary, rather than rev
olutionary. Under the provisions of the 
Hill-Burton Act, Federal funds have 
long been used to help meet the cost of 
constructing health facilities. And, 
through grants-in-aid programs to the 
States, the Federal Government has 
given some assistance in meeting the 
costs of stamng outpatient psychiatric 
clinics. 

This new legislation fills out currently 
existing gaps in Federal legislation de
signed to help States and Communities 
meet the health needs · of their ciitzens. 
It is needed to stimulate the construc
tion of this new type of health facility
one · which will, as the President said, 
"return mental health care to the main
stream.of American medicine, and at the 
same t1me upgrade mental health serv
ices." 

Mr. Speaker, for a long time I have 
consistently brought the needs of the 
mentally ill to the attention of this 
House. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Appropriations that 
annually considers the administration's 
Budget for the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, I have, year 
after year, urged that adequate funds be 
appropriated to mount truly effective 
programs in this field. 

Faced with the exciting new possibili
ties contained in the President's pro
posals for a national mental health 
program, the Appropriations Committee 
reported favorably on the administra
tion's request for increased appropria
tions to implement many of the 
President's proposals for which no new 
legislation is needed. 

However, without the passage of a 
community mental health center bill, it 
will be impossible to implement the piv
otal features of the President's program. 
I therefore urge that this great legisla
tive body enact this bill. 

I am submitting for the RECORD a sum
mary of the bill I now introduce: 
COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS OF 1963 

TITLE I. CONSTRUCTION OF COMMUNITY MENTAL 
HEALTH CENTERS 

Title I would authorize the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare to 
make project grants for the construction 
of public and other nonprofit community 
mental health centers: That is, facilities 
providing services for the prevention or 
diagnosis of mental illness, or care and 
treatment of mentally ill persons, or re
habilitation of persons recovering from 
mental illness. To be eligible, the cen
ters must provide at least those essential 
elements of comprehensive mental health 
services which are prescribed by the Sec-
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retary in accordance with regulations, 
and would have to provide such services 
in the community. Applications would 
be submitted to the Secretary after ap
proval by the State agency designated by 
the State to administer the State plan. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Appropriations of such sums as the 
Congress may determine would be au
thorized for the 5-year period from July 
1, 1964, through June 30, 1969. 

ALLOTMENTS 

The funds appropriated would be al
lotted among the States on the basis of 
population, extent of need for commu
nity mental health centers, and the fi
nancial need of the respective States, 
with a minimum of $100,000 for any 
State. Some flexibility in the allotment 
structure would be permitted in certain 
situations. First, where two or more 
States have a joint interest in the con
struction of a single mental health cen
ter, part of one State's allotment could, 
with the Secretary's approval, be trans
ferred to the allotment of another State 
to be used for that purpose. 

FEDERAL SHARE 

A State would be given the alternative 
of varying-between 45 and 75 percent
the Federal share of the cost of construc
tion of projects within that State in ac
cordance with standards providing equi
tably for variations among projects or 
classes of projects on the basis of the 
economic status of areas and other rele
vant factors, or of choosing a uniform 
Federal share-which would not be less 
than 45 percent and could go as high 
as 75 percent for some States-for all 
projects in the State. 

STATE ADVISORY COUNCIL 

A State advisory council, composed of 
representatives of non-Government or
ganizations or groups, and of State agen
cies, concerned with planning, operat
ing, or utilizing community mental 
health centers or other mental health 
facilities, as well as representatives of 
consumers of the services involved, would 
consult with the State agency in carry
ing out the State plan. 

STATE PLANS 

The State plan would be required to 
set forth a program for construction of 
community mental health centers based 
on a statewide inventory of existing facil
ities and survey of need for facilities, 
and to provide for construction ·in the 
order of relative need for the facilities, 
insofar as pennitted by available finan
cial resources. The State plan would 
also have to meet several other require
ments, including designating a single 
State agency as the sole agency to ad
minister the plan; providing methods of 
administration necessary for the proper 
and effi.cient operation of the plan; pro
viding minimum standards for the main
tenance and operation of centers con
structed under the title; and providing 
for affording applicants an opportunity 
for hearing before the State agency. 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

The Secretary would be required to 
issue regulations within 6 months after 
enactment of this title, and after con
sultation with the Federal Hospital 

Council-the·. advisory council for the 
hospital and medical facilities construc
tion-Hill-Burton-program. The bill 
would provide for increasing the mem
bership of the Federal Hospital Council 
from 8 to 12 members, and would re
quire 1 member to be an authority in 
matters relating to mental illness. The 
regulations so issued would prescribe 
first, the kind of community mental 
health services needed to provide ade
quate mental health services for persons 
residing in a State; second, the general 
manner in which the State agency shall 
determine priority of projects based on 
relative need in different areas, giving 
special consideration to projects on the 
basis of the extent to which the centers 
to be constructed will, alone or in con
junction with other facilities owned or 
operated by or affi.liated or associated 
with the applicant, provide comprehen
sive mental health services for mentally 
ill persons in a particular community or 
communities, or which will be part of or 
closely associated with a general hospi
tal; third, general standards of con
struction and equipment of different 
classes of centers and in different types 
of location; and fourth, that the State 
plan shall provide for adequate com
munity mental health centers for peo
ple residing in the State, and for ade
quate ~enters for serving persons unable 
to pay therefor. 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS FOR PROJECT APPROVAL 

Applicants would have to meet several 
other requirements set forth in the bill, 
such as providing assurances that ade
quate financial support will be available 
for construction of the project and for 
maintenance and operation of the cen
ter when completed, and that in the con
struction of the centers all laborers and 
mechanics will be paid not less than the 
prevailing wages in the locality, and 
overtime pay in accordance with and 
subject to the Contract Work Hours 
Standards Act. 
TITLE n. INITIAL STAFFING OF COMPREHENSIVE 

COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS 

Title II would authorize the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare to 
make grants to assist in meeting the cost 
of initial staffing of comprehensive com
munity mental health centers. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Appropriations of such sums as may 
be necessary would be authorized for 
each fiscal year beginning after June 
30, 1965. 

ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS 

. To be eligible for grants an applicant 
must be a public or other nonprofit 
agency which owns or operates a com
munity mental health center which has 
received a construction grant under title 
I of this legislation. Furthermore, the 
program of services to be provided by the 
center must include, at least, the follow
ing types of service: Diagnostic services, 
inpatient care, outpatient care, and day 
care. This program of services must be 
provided by the center-alone or in con
junction with other facilities owned or 
operated by, or affiliated or associated 
with the center-principally for persons 
residing in a particular community or 
communities in or near which the center 
is situated. 

DURATION AND AMOUNTS OF GRANTS 

Grants for staffing a community men
tal health center could be made only for 
the period beginning with the com
mencement of operation of such center 
and ending 4 years and 3 months later. 
For the first 15 months of the center's 
operation, the Federal grant may not 
exceed 75 percent of the staffing costs 
of the center; for the following 3 years 
the Federal participation in such costs 
may not exceed 60, 45, and 30 percent, 
respectively. 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

The Secretary would be required to 
consult with the National Mental Health 
Council in the development of regula
tions concerning the eligibility of cen
ters and the terms and conditions for 
approving applications under this title. 

EQUAL RIGHTS MEANS EQUAL 
JUSTICE FOR ALL 

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend · my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas.? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, the entire 

country was shocked at the brutal and 
cowardly murder in Mississippi of the 
Negro leader, Medgar Evers. Murder is 
a dastardly business and its perpetrators 
should be found and punished. 

There is a disturbing element, however, 
in the murder of the Negro leader and 
other news items which have gone almost 
unnoticed. · In Hoboken, N.J., last 
week Walter Glockner, a 27-year-old 
truckdriver, was shot in the back and 
killed. He left two small daughters and 
a young widow. Mr. Glockner was mur
dered because he was fighting for more 
democracy and better treatment for the 
members of his local union. As the Na
tion mourned for Medgar Evers and the 
President sent a message of sympathy to 
his widow and the Attorney General 
promised full cooperation of the FBI to 
bring the murderers to justice, there 
were few who knew of the murder of 
Walter Glockner, and as an editorial in 
the Wall Street Journal asks, ·"who 
mourns for Walter Glockner?" 

This morning the radio newscasts are 
telling of a young white soldier here in 
Washington who was stomped to death 
last night after being dragged from his 
car by seven Negroes. Where is the out
cry for this boy? Will the President call 
his mother? Will the Attorney General 
tum out the full force of the FBI to 
bring to justice the ruthless thugs who 
unconstitutionally murdered him? 

Mr. Speaker, the scales of justice must 
be balanced for the protection of all law
abiding citizens of every color, race, and 
national origin. We cannot allow white 
men to die at the hands of Negroes with
out just as vigorous protest and all-out 
effort to bring to justice the murderers 
as when a Negro dies. Medgar Evers 
was fighting for a cause in which he be
lieved as was Walter Glockner and the 
American soldier died for no reason at 
all at the hands of depraved assailants, 
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but they will all have lived and died in 
vain and others of both the white and 
black race will die at the hands of mobs 
or cowards unless the forces of law and 
order and power of the Government dis
penses justice equally and does not make 
martyrs out of slain Negroes, and just 
statistics of white men who die at the 
hands of thugs or, as in the case in 
Washington last night, at the hands of 
Negroes. 

Let us pray that the God-fearing peo
ple of America, both colored and white 
will rise in justified anger at using death 
as a political weapon and demand that 
all the forces of law and order be brought 
into play to bring to justice those who 
defy the laws, those who commit murder. 

As a part of these remarks and so that 
there will be some to mourn Walter 
Glockner, I include the editorial from 
the Wall Street Journal of June 18: 

TWO MURDERS 
As he left home early that morning, three 

.38 caliber bullets tore into his back. Thus, 
on a Hoboken, N.J., street, ended the life of 
Walter Glockner, 27, truck driver. Besides 
his young widow, he left two small daugh
ters, one only 2 months old. 

As Medgar Evers returned to his Jackson, 
Miss., home from a church rally last week, 
he was shot to death by a sniper in ambush. 
Thirty-seven years old, Mississippi field sec
retary of the National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People, Mr. Evers 
left a. wife and three children. 

For years Mr. Evers, a veteran, had been 
working actively for better treatment-more 
democracy and fuller freedom--of Negroes. 
That is why he was killed. 

For some time Mr. Glockner, a veteran, 
had been working actively for better treat
ment-more democracy and fuller freedom
of members of his union local. That, beyond 
any reasonable doubt, is why he was killed. 

SO both men fought for justice, each in 
his own way, and each suffered the most un
just penalty. The murder of the Negro was, 
as the President said, an act of appalling 
barbarity. The Nation, North and SOuth, 
agreed and, mourning, wm inter Medgar 
Evers in Arlington National Cemetery. 

But who, outside his family and friends, 
mourns for Walter Glockner? 

Remembering Walter Glockner, the 
young soldier, and many others who have 
been attacked by Negroes we can well 
conclude, in view of the President's lop
sided interest, that we are now indeed 
witnessing discrimination for Negroes 
and against whites with death being 
used one-sidedly as a political weapon. 

ADDRESS OF HON. LEONARD FARE
STEIN AT UNITED JEWISH AP
PEAL DINNER 
Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker I ask 

unanimous consent to exten<l my reinarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, on 

Monday, June 17, I was privileged to be 
the guest of honor at a dinner given in 
New York City by the United Jewish 
Appeal. In my addre~ I took exception 
to the suggestion recently made by our 
Secretazy of State that massive aid be 
given to the United Arab Republic under 
Public Law 480. 

I submit herewith my address in · its 
entirety: 

Mr. Chairman, distinguished rabbis, and 
guests, all of us sometimes find that we must 
disagree most vigorously with people whom 
we respect and admire. I find myself in 
this position with respect to our Secretary 
of State, Mr. Dean Rusk, whom I admire 
greatly, but whose position on some aspects 
of our foreign policy is in my opinion out
rageously shortsighted. 

I refer, for the moment, to Mr. Rusk's 
policy of granting the United Arab Republic 
massive aid under our food-for-peace pro
gram. Supporters of such aid point out that 
most of our money and resources goes to feed 
the hungry people of Egypt directly. They 
ignore the indirect effect of such massive 
food shipments. Clearly as a result of our 
aid it becomes unnecessary for Mr. Nasser 
to sell his cotton to obtain funds with 
which to buy food. The millions of dollars 
Nasser would otherwise have to spend !or 
food, he now has available for his own de
signs. He uses these millions to stir up 
revolts in peaceful nations by means of the 
best financed propaganda machine in the 
Middle East. He uses the money to pay Ger
man scientists to develop modern weapons 
of war and destruction to use against Ameri
ca's friends. He uses the moneys to bomb 
and terrorize open and unprotected villages 
in Yemen. 

We in the United States, through our ship
ments of food to Nasser, are contributing 
immeasurably to Nasser's ability to carry out 
his destructive plans just as though we 
gave him the cash. He uses the money we 
save him to purchase arms and equipment 
from the Soviet Union which his constitution 
decrees should be used to destroy, or as he 
puts it, liberate, the State of Israel. 

We are gathered here as friends not alone 
Of LEONARD FARBSTEIN bUt as friends of 
Israel. This little nation oriented to the 
West is (as you all know) surrounded by 
those who would drive it into the sea. 

Therefore it is hard to believe that any 
official agency of the United States would 
not be sympathetic to the survival of this 
remnant of 6 million Jews who were in
cinerated not so many years ago. However, 
the State Department has subordinated 
Israel's interests to that of the Arab nations 
since President Truman imposed recogni
tion upon it. In the presence of clear threat, 
we find that the State Department of our 
great Nation continues to play it cool in
sofar as Israel is concerned. This unfortu
nate situation has existed in this country 
since the recognition of Israel 15 years ago. 
At that time the State Department, under 
Secretary Acheson, objected to the recogni
tion of Israel, but to his great credit, Presi
dent Truman wisely met the situation and 
the United States was the first major power 
that recognized Israel. 

Under President Eisenhower, Secretary of 
State Dulles caused the withdrawal of Eng
land, France, and Israel from the Sinai 
Desert. In my opinion and in the opinion 
of authoritative sources, one of our greatest 
blunders. 

The answer to the constantly negative po
sition of the State Department in its ap
proach to what we all believe should be 
their attitude toward the Arab-Israeli situ
ation must be the attitude taken by the 
President of the United States. Fortunately 
President Kennedy has made his position 
clear in his news conference which followed 
my letter objecting to the State Department's 
answer to the threat posed by the German 
scientists in Egypt. 

President Kennedy stated: "We support 
the security of both Israel and her neighbors. 
We seek to limit the . Near East arms race 
which obviously takes resources from an 
area already poor and puts them into an 
increasing race which does not really bring 
any great security. 

· As a member of the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee of the House of Representatives, I 
introduced a resolution that would authorize 
the withholding of all foreign aid to nations 
who would use such aid to obtain weapons 
of aggression. However, the record of the 
Foreign Mairs Committee in my time is 
such that the passing of an amendment 
making such withholding of aid mandatory 
~nlikely. Ther~fore, in pursuit of the pos
sible, I am otfermg the following amendment 
to the foreign aid bill and hope and expect 
that it will be enacted. 

"It is the sense of Congress that in the 
administration of these funds great atten
tion and consideration should be · given to 
those countries which share the view of the 
United States on the world crisis and which 
do not, as a result of U.S. assistance, divert 
their own economic resources to military 
and propaganda efforts, directed against the 
United States or against other countries re
ceiving said aid under this act, and whether 
or not such efforts are supported by the 
Soviet Union or Communist China." 

The adoption of this amendment will serve 
to inform both our State Department and 
the nations of the world, particularly of the 
Middle East, the position of the Congress 
toward nations that divert their resources to 
military and propaganda efforts directed 
against the United States and our friends. 

I do not oppose feeding the hungry in 
Egypt, no thinking person or persons of good 
will could possibly do so. It is unreason
able, however, for conditions to be imposed 
upon the recipients of our largesse. Is it 
unreasonable to request, yes, demand-

1. That the granting of aid be preceded 
by agreement to preserve the peace? 

2. That those countries receiving our aid 
who are not being threatened by external 
forces, forgo building aggressive arsenals 
using our aid as a means? 

I think my amendment is fully in line 
with the President's position. Whether the 
nation be Egypt or any other power that 
seeks to expand its offensive 'ab111ty, our 
foreign aid should certainly not contribute 
to that nation's ability to wage ·.aggressive 
war. . 

For those of us who are gathered here, the 
preservation of the integrity of the State of 
Israel is a matter of great concern. To those 
of us who are Jews, Israel represents the ful
fillment of an ancient and burning vision. 
It is an outpost of popular, democratic gov
ernment in a part of the world otherwise 
ridden with tyranny and despotism. It 
stands as a fortress of freedom and a haven 
of . refuge for the homeless and oppressed. 
For all Americans it stands out as an example 
of what youth, dedication, and courage can 
achieve against overwhelming obstacles. 

Your presence here today is a tribute to 
the cause of freedom, democracy, and peace 
in the Middle East and elsewhere. 

I am personally grateful to each of you 
for being with me here tonight and I give 
you my solemn assurance that I will fight 
this battle for freedom, democracy, and peace 
as a Jew and as an American. 

Thank you. 

CIVIL RIGHTS PROPOSALS 
Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The ·SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request ·of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, since the 

1 minute allotted us at this time is totally 
inadequate to intelligently address my
self to the President's message just pre
sented to Congress, I have asked unani-
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mous consent to revise and extend my 
remarks in the body of the RECORD. 
· Today's request by the administration 

for new authority in the field of civil 
rights will go down as the most excessive 
grab for power in the history of this 
country. This demand for unconstitu
tional and unwarranted legislation will 
not accomplish its stated objectives but · 
will serve only to inflame an already in
flamed situation. It will add to and 
perpetuate chaos rather than provide 
solutions. It will inflame passions 
rather than pacify or eliminate current 
tensions. 

As I, and many others, have often 
observed, legislation without education 
will yield far more harm than good in 
~his field. One does not have to read 
very closely the demands by current mob 
leaders to realize that their demands 
exceed their capability to absorb. A 
yielding to such demands would result 
only in greater frustration when the 
emptiness of their victory was realized. 
Only through education and the efforts 
and understanding of men of good will 
can any meaningful progress be made 
in human relations. Punitive legislation 
can only embitter. 

As strongly as I condemn mob rule 
and excessive Federal power, I condemn 
even more so the do-gooders, liberal egg
heads, and political power seekers who 
seek to cloak their lust for power with 
the Constitution and to disguise their 
selfish interests with the respectability 
of lawful authority. They are more 
interested in votes than in solutions. 
Their interest in their own political se
curity obliterates their interest in our 
national security. They seek to perpetu
ate problems rather than solve problems. 
To many of them accelerated tensions 
guarantee fatter pocketbooks. Solutions 
would kill their golden goose. 

Today's proposals will take away from 
our businessman, already harassed by 
Federal tax laws and the regulations of 
countless agencies, the basic right to 
risk his capital and run his business as 
he sees fit. 

Mr. Speaker, is it not axiomatic that 
if one presumably has a right to buy 
from whomever and whenever he pleases 
there i..; a corresponding and coequal 
right for one to sell to whomever and 
whenever he pleases? Already we have 
seen naked Federal power used without 
lawful authority in the field of Govern
ment contracts. Now we see an attempt 
to control the businessman's dealings 
with private citizens. No longer will he 
be willing to reinvest his profits, enlarge 
his business, and create additional em
ployment opportunities. Our employ
ment situation, already a significant 
national problem, will be fw·ther aggra
vated. 

Why are the proponents of these 
measures so obviously inconsistent in 
their approach to this matter? We 
have seen the murder of a white man in 
North Carolina dismissed as an unfortu
nate incident while the murder of a 
black man in Mississippi is. said to be a 
blot on the conscience of the .Nation. 
We have heard the President ten the 
mayors of this country 1n Hawa11 that 
the problem was local in nature and two 

nights later tell the world that the Fed
eral Government must provide the solu
tion. 

Why should the admlnistratlon, the 
do-gooders, leftwingers, and vote-seeking 
politicians continue to make the great 
Southland the whipping boy on this Is
sue? We have heard them condemn 
the use of police dogs in· Alabama and 
ignore their use fn Harlem. Nor have 
they mentioned that police dogs have to 
be used on the steps of the Capitol here 
in Washington nor that policemen with
out dogs are ordered to walk their beats 
in pairs for their own safety in this 
model city. No mention has been made 
of the firing on police cars that have oc
curred in Maryland and Virginia. 
These observations show a most unjus
tified double standard which utterly 
fails of comprehension. 

Yielding to no man in my love of lib
erty and the Constitution and my desire 
to see every man, regardless of the color 
of his skin, treated fairly, I will oppose 
these measures with all the fervor of my 
being, aided and abetted by the knowl
edge that in doing so I labor in the cause 
of mankind rather than in the cause of 
turmoil and strife. The experience tn 
Cambridge, Md., should prove conclu
sively to any openminded person that 
passage of laws alone, without the ac
companying patience, education, and 
good will, will do more harm than good. 

Mr. Speaker, every citizen must real
ize that issues are not settled in streets. 

MORE ON WASTE AND INEFFI
CIENCY IN DEFENSE PROCURE
MENT 
Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I have a little more to say today about 
the expenditure of your defense dollars. 
On June 3 I received a procurement 
document providing for sole-source pro
curement of 421 attitude indicators. 

Most Members are by now familiar 
with my study of defense procurement 
and the waste and 1neftlciency I have un
covered. Even the most blase should 
listen to this latest case I have developed 
against the U.S. Army Electronics Ma
teriel Agency. It will curl your hair, if tt 
doesn't get you so hot that the hair turns 
off the top of your head. 

On May 28, 1963, the Army Electronics 
Materiel Agency issued a sole-source
no competition-procurement document 
-RFP No. AMC(E) 36-039-63-10651-
B4. It proposed to buy 421 equipments 
known as the ID-999/ASN Attitude In
dicator. On the front of the request for 
proposal-which was mailed to only one 
company-was a printed warning: 

Notice is hereby given that specifications, 
plans, or drawings relating to the procure
ment described below are either not avall
able or are insufficient to provide all neces
sary manufacturing and construction de
tails. 

Curious as to what sort of specialized 
equipment this might be, and feeling 
that, as tn the past, this certification of 
no drawings might be an attempt to 
channel a contract to a favored pro
ducer, I requested U.S. Army liaison offi
cers to obtain for me: First, all copies of 
past contracts for this equipment; sec
ond, a set of manufacturing drawings for 
the equipment; third, a. copy of the doc
uments that justified the sole-source 
procurement. That request was made on 
June 3, 1963, the day I received the bid 
set in my office. 

On June 7, Brig. Gen. Allen Stanwix
Hay, commander of the Army Electronics 
Materiel Agency at Philadelphia, wrote 
me, supplying me with part of the in
formation I requested which showed 
that: 

First. The Army planned to spend 
$338,000 for 421 of the attitude indi
cators used to provide a visual indica
tion of fiight attitude. 

Second. The reason for the sole
source (no competition) award was that 
the Government has insuftlcient techni
cal information and cannot define the 
item in detail. 

General Stanwix-Hay added two para
graphs at the end of his letter. One 
·said it was the first time this item had 
been bought by USAEMA. The second 
said that he had directed the procure
ment be canceled since the investigation 
I requested uncovered available stock in 
other agencies of the Department of De
fense to fill the need. Of course, this 
last statement represented an immediate 
saving of $338,000 to the taxpayers of 
this country, and for that I was grate
ful. 

But I was also curious. I telephoned 
General Stanwix-Hay and asked him 
who had made the equipment before, . 
how much was paid for it, and how many 
were on hand. At the same time, I also 
requested the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
liaison oftlces to make a similar check. 
To date, this is what I have learned. 
The equipment has been purchased since 
1950. It costs about $800 per unit. It 
has been purchased by both the Navy 
and Air Force. At this very moment, 
there are over 12,000 pieces of this 
equipment scattered around in depots all 
over the country. Over 8,500 can be 
used right now. Another ~.600 can be re
paired and placed in use. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, there is no 
scarcity of this equipment. The Army's 
needs can be filled from present stocks 
without even making a dent in this huge 
surplus. There is no reason for there 
being insuftlclent procurement data 
available. This item has been pur
chased for over 13 years. 

The Navy has even told me that its 
ID-999 I ASN equipment is being used 
simply as a backup for later-model 
equipment and that an entirely new atti
tude indicator is soon to be developed. 

I might add at this point that I have 
asked other questions to get to the bot
tom of this fantastic hoax. I want to 
know who was responsible for this at
tempt to pick the taxpayers' pockets to 
the tune of $338,000. Thus far, the only 
name I ha.ve is that of Mary D. Regan, a 
contracting oftlcer at Philadelp~ia. I am 
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sure there will be more names when my 
questions are answered. 

Mr. Speaker, this proves what I have 
been contending for 2 years. In this one 
instance there has been an attempt to 
shove through an emergency sole-source 
purchase for 338,000 U.S. taxpayers' 
dollars for equipment that, first, exists 
in abundant stockpiles; second, has been 
bought for over 13 years; and third, is 
almost obsolete. 

This is another illustration of what a 
single Member of this House can do when 
he gets bidding information at the same 
time the various procurement arms of 
the Defense Department mail them out. 
When you spot the waste in front of the 
deal, you can save the taxpayers' money. 

Yesterday, I chronicled waste of $17 
million. Today, I point to a $338,000 
saving for the taxpayer. Tomorrow, I 
shall show how ofticials, through igno
rance or design, ignore laws this Congress 
passes which are intended to control just 
this sort of activity. 

Mr. Speaker, my bill, H.R. 4409, will set 
up a joint, nonpartisan committee of this 
Congress to maintain surveillance over 
just such negotiated procurements. Such 
a committee could spot hundreds of in
stances of waste such as the one I have 
detailed today. Such a committee, prop
erly constituted, could more than pay 
for itself the first day it started opera
tions. It could also bring the procure-· 
ment branches into line, force more · 
efficient buying of defense hardware and 
bring about sizable and significant re
ductions in the cost of national defenSe. 

THE PRESIDENT'S CIVIL RIGHTS 
MESSAGE 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, the Pres

ident at long last has sent Congress a 
civil rights message and legislation. 
With some exceptions, I think it is good 
legislation. The bulk of it in fact is 
legislation that I and 30 other Repub
licans in the House have introduced and 
have long pressed. 

The President's legislation is more lim
ited than ours. It is padded with un
necessary verbiage to give the impression 
that it goes further than it does, and 
parts of it are inartistically drafted. But 
on the whole it is good and should be 
considered without delay by the Judi
ciary Committee. The administration 
has already delayed legislation far too 
long on this subject. 

Mr. Speaker, I must express my con
cern also over the President's trip abroad 
at this time. I question the wisdom of it 
under the present circumstances, and I 
would urge him to reconsider. I can see 
no specific purpose that can be served 
by the trip, particularly in view of the 
fact that since the plans were made the 
Pope has died and a new Pope has not 
been elected, the Italian Government is in 
disarray, there are political pressures in 

Germany over Adenauer's successor, 
De Gaulle remains adamant, and an ex
plosion in England over the Profumo case 
would not assist any constructive discus
sions with Macmillan. 

Meanwhile, our own country is faced 
with the possibility of severe and immi
nent explosion. President Kennedy and 
his brother are only beginning to com
prehend the meaning of the demonstra
tions that have occurred, and I think it 
most unwise for the President to leave 
the country in the midst of such heat and 
tension. If he really means business with 
this legislation he should mobilize the 
people of the United States behind it
now, not later. 

POLICIES OF THE SECRETARY OF 
. DEFENSE 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from , 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, I deeply 

regret that the evidence is now over
whelming that the Secretary of Defense, 
Mr. McNamara, has either established or 
is actively condoning a system which re
quires commissioned officers of the U.S~ 
armed services and their civilian sub
ordinates to deceive Members of the 
Congress of the United States with re
spect to the award of contracts. In set
ting a pattern that requires ·omcers and 
civilians to hoodwink Members of Con
gress, the Secretary of Defense 1s thrice 
guilty. By deliberately misleading in 
small matters the Department of Defense 
destroys the confidence of the Congress 
in any information that it may trans
mit. In requiring professional military 
men to participate in these uncouth de
ceptions the Secretary is corrupting the 
code of honor that has been a badge of. 
pride for America's fightingmen for 187 
years. In unsuccessfully attempting to 
deceive me, the Department of Defense 
does not so much do me a disservice as 
it insults the nearly 700,000 people who 
sent me here. 

The following telephone messages were 
received by, or originated in my office 
on Tuesday, June 18, 1963, at the ap
proximate times indicated: 

Noon: Received message· th.at the News, 
a. daily paper in Frederick, Md., had just got 
a. news release concerning the award of a. 
$4.5 mlllion contract for the construction 
of additional facilities at Fort Ritchie. 

Immediately called House Army liaison to 
ask who in the Department of Defense could 
provide wording of the release. Wa.s referred 
to code 11, extension 53357. 

At 12:05 p.m.: Called the omce of the 
Chief of Contract Support Division, Mr, 
Webb, code 11, extension 53357, and was ad
vised Mr. Webb was not available and the 
oftlce had no information concerning the 
contract. Referred to Mr. Hillman, code 11, 
extension 79085. 

Immediately called Mr. H11lman's oftlce 
and was referred to Mr. Richardson or Mr. 
M111ard, code 11, extension 74529 or exten
sion 53941. 

Immediately called code 11, extension 
53941, Mr. Richardson, who regretfully de
clined to give any information and referred 
call to code 11, extension 78131. 

Immediately. called code 11, extension 
78131, and was told by an unidentified staff 
member that news of any such contract had · 
not been released and that it was not known 
when it woUld be available. Requested fur
ther details. by 12:30 p.m., but no further 
response was forthcoming by that time. 

At 12:45 p.m.: Called House Army liaison 
and was assured that a.n attempt would be 
made to secure the information. 

At 1 p.m.: Received call from House Army 
liaison advising, on the authority of Col. 
William J . Love, code 11, extension 78131, 
that a release would be made at 3 p.m. from 
the Pentagon and that Mr. MATHIAS would 
be advised at that time. 

At 2:58 p.m.: Receive<! call from Mrs. 
Dugan, code 11, extension 78131, stating: 
"Baltimore district engineer awarding the 
contract today to Frederick Construction 
Co., Inc., 615 North Market Street, Frederick, 
Md., $4,407,527. The contract is for classi
fied increment No. 2 for Alternate Joint 
Communications Center at Fort Ritchie, Md." 

WHO NOW MAKES THE LAW? 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CHAR~ES H. WILSON. Mr. 

Speaker, the recent U.S. Supreme Court 
decision in the Arizona against Cali
fornia water dispute has left many un
answered questions. 

I do not intend to challenge the 
judgment of the Court in as far as the 
normal allocation of the Colorado River 
water is concerned. The water allot
ments the Court decided were fair and 
equitable for the States involved are not 
an issue. 

However, .the outstanding question yet 
to be answered is.-how much or how 
little water will the States get if there 
is a water surplus or a water shortage? 

The special master, appointed by the 
Court to report on the case, heard 340 
witnesses, compiled a transcript of 25,-
000 pages, and filed a report of .433 pages. 
It was his considered opinion that any 
water surplus should be divided equally 
between California and Arizona, and that 
in the event of a shortage water should 
be divided between the States in pro
portion to their normal allotments. 

This proposal, while !".Jt perfect, ap
pears to have considerable merit. 

A majority of the U.S. Supreme Court, 
however, have arrived at a different 
solution. The Court has decided that the 
Secretary of the Interior shall decide, 
in any way he sees fit, the apportionment 
of water to the various Western States 
in the event of a surplus or a shortage. 
Furthermore, in reaching his decision he 
shall not be bound by any prior contract, 
compact, or formula. 

Mr. Speaker, from where does the 
Secretary of the Interior draw this broad 
authority? By what right does the Sec-
retary of the Interior ha_ve the .power 
to give or withhold the lifeblood of the 
West-water? . 

Mr. Speaker, the Secretary of the In
terior has been given .this economic 
stranglehold by the Congress of the 
United States. At least, that is the 
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opm1on of a majority of the ·U.S. su
preme Court. Congress has thought so 
little of its legislative authority that it 
has passed vital questions of policy, life 
and death questions of economic impor
tance, to the head of a department op
erated by Federal civil servants. 

I do not believe it, Mr. Speaker. I do 
not believe that the Congress of the 
United States would knowingly relin
quish such vital authority to a bureau
crat, and in fact at least three mem
bers of the U.S. Supreme Court do not 
believe lt either. 

Justices Douglas, Harlan, and Stewart 
have defended the right of the Congress 
to make its voice heard in these matters. 

Justice Douglas has said in this case: 
It will, I think, be marked as the baldest 

attempt by judges in modern times to spin 
their own phUosophy into the fabric of the 
law, in derogation of the will of the legisla
ture. The present decision, as Mr. Justice 
Harlan shows, grants the Federal bureauc
racy a power and command over water 
rights in the 17 Western States that it never 
has had, that it· always wanted, that it could 
never persuade Congress to grant, and that 
this Court up to now has consistently re
fused to recognize. 

Mr. Speaker, could anything be 
plainer than that? A respected Justice 
of the U.S. Supreme Court, in council 
with two of his colleagues, has handed 
this Nation the real question of the lat
ter half of the 20th century. 

Who now makes the law? Does Con
gress make the law? Does the executive 
branch make the law? Does the U.S. 
Supreme Court make the law? Or, does 
the Federal bureaucracy make the law? 

This is the real and vital issue now 
struggling in the sinews of "the American 
body politic. I have not been a Member 
<>f this distinguished House for long, but 
I have found that tl:iis' question presents 
itself to me almost every day. 

I have had letters, Mr. Speaker, from 
agencies of our Government questioiling 
my right as a Congressman to ask simple 
questions for information on matterS 
pending before the Federal departments 
and agencies. 

I have been warned by officials within 
the giant structure of the bureaucracy 
that a request for information can con
stitute an improper communication. I 
have been threatened that any letter I 
write will be made a matter of the public 
file, as though this should be something 
I would shy away from. · 

I have found agencies of this Govern
ment, created by the Congress, refusing 
to supply information to the Congress, 
and furthermore adopting rules and 
regulations that are never written or 
printed and cannot be questioned by 
either a member of the public or a Mem
ber of this House. In none of these in
stances, Mr. Speaker, was the agency in
volved engaged in any secret or security 
matters. 

It is clear to me, from my own experi
ence, tbat the · Federal bureaucracy day 
by day is in fact making law. We have 
of necessity created this monster, and 
have given it broad authority within 
which to manage the public's affairs. I 
fear we have given it far too much au
thority tor the public good. 

It used to be said, Mr. Speaker, that 
the President proposes and the Congress 
disposes. Of course it has been a long 
time since that was true. By a hundred 
and one different ways the executive 
branch is making law. It makes little 
difference whether the President of the 
day is a member of the Democratic Party 
or the Republican -Party. The trend is 
always in the same direction. World 
events in the past 50 years have done 
much to aid this drift, and Congress has 
clearly failed to insist on all its rightful 
authority and on all its rightful privi
lege. 

The U.S. Supreme Court was intended, 
if my education is not in error, to in
terpret the Constitution and to advise 
the legislative authority on constitutional 
rna tters. There is no question but that 
the Court has strayed a long way from 
that original path. 

With every major decision the Court 
hands down new laws are made. Our 
entire way of life in this country is being 
revised and remolded by the nine Justices 
of the Supreme Court. Our Founding 
Fathers would stand in shocked amaze
ment if they could see the changes this 
last century has made in traditional con
cepts and attitudes. 

Mr. Speaker, it would seem that almost 
everyone is making law except the Con
gress. Many of our citizens wonder 
where it will all end. 

However, this reversal of roles within 
our society can be brought to an end. I 
am sure of that. If Congress will stand 
up and demand its rightful place within 
our Government all these unconstitu
tional empires will crumble and wither 
away. 

The Congress must make the law. Our 
Government was created around this 
central concept. Mr. Speaker, I trust a 
committee will be empowered to review 
this entire problem and will make a full 
report, with recommendations to this 
honorable body as soon as may be prac
tical. 

~ TWISTINQ ON A HIGH LEYEL 
Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include an article. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, I have 

noted an excellent column that recently 
appeared in one of America's great news
papers, the Minneapolis Tribune. The 
column was written by Richard Wilson, 
chief of the Tribune's Washington bu
reau. He reflects a point of view that I 
would like to share with my colleagues. 
Mr. Wilson brings to our attention an 
alarming situation that many of us have 
noted; a situation that· threatens basic 
freedoms ot many Americans through 
unwarranted pressures from certain 
areas of the Federal Governnient. 

The article is as follows: 
ARM TwiSTING ON A HIGH" LEVEL 

(By Richard Wilson) . 
WASHINGTON.-Arm twisting, one of the 

favorite techniques of the New Frontier, has 

been disclosed on a new and rather more 
impressive level. 

The arm twisting method was previously 
noted in the steel price controversy, the 
Cuban prisoners deal, and the more benign 
drive for funds for a $30 milllon national 
cultural center. This technique has at
tained respectability in the Kennedy admin
istration and omcials can see nothing wrong 
in it, for they conceive their cause to be 
just. 

The method consists of physchologicall-y 
suggestive pressure on individuals or cor
porations to support or go along with Gov
ernment action. When skillfully applied, 
the individual cannot honestly charge that 
he was threatened with reprisal or tempted 
by reward; he only knows he has been 
shaken up. 

He may have an antitrust suit pending 
and have his mind on this when exposed to 
Government persuasion; but the persuaders, 
of course, say they do not have this in mind 
at all, only the public welfare. 

In the new instance the pressure was per
haps more overt. In fact, it was crude. The 
farm bureaucracy openly and threateningly 
brought pressure on federally licensed radio 
and TV stations to give free time for the 
Government's version of the issue in the na-
tional wheat referendum. . 

No subtlety was involved. A national d \
rective went out to State managers and local 
committeemen of the farm program to bring 
to the attention of radio and TV stations 
that they are federally licensed for 3 years 
only and the renewal of their license could 
depend upon the adequacy of their public 
service programs. This responsibil~ty ·was 
particularly compelling, it was stated, with 
respect to public service agricultural pro
grams. 

The innuendo of the directive was amaz
ing. Public service programing, it was 
stated, is promised by radio-TV stations "in 
return for two special favors granted by the 
Government," exclusive use of a broadcast 
frequency, and "the policy of the Govern
ment not to establish federally operated sta
tions in competition with stations being 
operated commercially." Of course, the di
rective added, this does not make stations 
"subject to dictation." 

The directive was sent out by Ray Fitz
gerald, deputy administrator for State and 
county operations of the Agricultural Sta
b1lization and Conservation Service, pre
sumably with the approval of Secretary of 
Agriculture Orville Freeman. 

With vague images evoked of licenses re
voked or Government operated competitors, 
a good many radio and TV stations com
plied. A spot check shows that prime time 
was wangled in Indiana, Kentucky, and Min
nesota, and probably elsewhere on a broader 
scale. Some of the stations gave their time 
wlllingly enough. They wanted just such 
programs. Others felt they were highly pres
sured. 

It might be supposed that this was only in 
the interest of serving the wheat farmers 
with a factual, unbiased view of the issues 
before them. 

But Fitzgerald's directive belies this trust
ing view in one sentence: "As you know, in
terests representing one point of view in the 
referendum are blanketing radio al;ld televi
sion stations with material in heavy quan
tities. It is not expected that we can match 
the flood of material from this group, which 
is also in a position to buy time. But it is 
essential that we act aggressively to. make 
use of public service t~es of radio and 
television stations at times of day when 
farm people are listening." 
. Farm people listened and voted. The 

Goveriunent could not get even a majority 
for the adoption of lts compulsory control 
program for wheat. A two-thirds majority 
was necessary for-its adoption. Rather than 
submit either to authoritarian control o! 
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their farms or the methods of the not-so
hidden persuaders, wheat farmers were ready 
to take the risk of lower income. 

Now the same bureaucracy which had so 
little knowledge of the people it was serving 
has adopted a dog-in-the-manger attitude 
toward new legislation. Wheat farmers 
would readily consider a new program pat
terned after the voluntary programs for feed 
grains coupled with acreage retirement. 

But the bureaucracy still has its mind on 
arm twisting. Let the farmers suffer a little 
and they'll come back with their tails be
tween their legs. This was a bad technique 
in the beginning. It is bad now. Mr. Ken
nedy would do well to bring it to an end 
and make a constructive beginning on a new 
wheat program that farmers want. 

Mr. Speaker, it is alarming that radio 
and television stations should be sub
jected to these kinds of Government 
pressures. These stations, of course, are 
required to present divergent points of 
views, but they constitute great forces 

· in the distribution of news and informa-
tion to the public, much like our great 
newspapers. Therefore, our electronic 
media must be guaranteed the same 
freedom of press to make sure they op
erate in the public interest and not for 
what could be a one-sided Federal view. 
This danger to broadcasters' right and 
responsibility could lead to even more 
serious problems in the distribution of 
public information. The licenses of 
these stations do not belong to the Gov-

·ernment; they belong to the people. 

MILLBURY CELEBRATES 150TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
. unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 

honored and very much pleased to bring 
to the attention of the House that the 
town of Millbury, Mass., in my district 
is celebrating this week its 150th anni
versary with an outstanding program of 
activities to commemorate this great 
event. 

In recognition of this anniversary, I 
am introducing an appropriate resolu
tion for the consideration of the House 
which extends greetings and congratula
tions to the community on the occasion 
of the 150th anniversary of the incor
poration of the town of Millbury from a 
part of Sutton in 1813. 

It was on June 11, 1813, that Gov. 
Caleb Strong signed the bill approved the 
day before by the General Court of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts to in
corporate the town of Millbury. At the 
time of incorporation, Millbury had a 
population of about 500. 

Town annals indicate that Millbury 
was almost named Moscow, but this pro
posal was defeated in town meeting. 

Located in a1_1 ·area of _ Massachusetts 
which was settled by pioneer colonists 
in the early days of American history, 
Millbury has grown from this small be
ginning into a thriving' and prosperous 

community Qf. some 10,000 ,people. To
day, .Millbury 1s a blJSY busjness and 
industl1al town, offering steady employ
ment for m~y of its residents. In addi
tion, nearby Wor.cester employs many 
townspeople. 

As far back as the Revolution, the 
manufacture of firearms and ammuni
tion brought renown to Millbury. The 
first armory employing water power in 
the manufacture of guns was established 
in Millbury. The only powdermill in 
this section was erected by the Province 

. in the early days of the Revolution. The 
production of the Sutton Waters Armory, 
owned by the Waters brothers, Asa and 
Andrus, was a most valuable contribution 
to the cause of freedom since the colo
nies were hard pressed for arms at the 
beginning of the Revolution when im
ports were cut off. 

Millbury arms were used in the War of 
1812, the Mexican War, and the Civil 
War. 

The first papermill in central Massa
chusetts was established in Millbury. 
The first scythes and many improved 
agricultural implements made in the 
country were manufactured in Millbury. 

Millbury can also lay claim to the prin
ciple of mass production through the 
interchangeability of parts and machines 
and implements because it is in Millbury 
that Thomas Blanchard conceived and 
perfected the cam-motion principle. 

While the U.S. armory at Springfield 
has been cited as the birthplace of the 
Blanchard eccentric lathe for turning 
irregular forms, Millbury is actually the 
place where the eccentric lathe was in
-vented and first constructed. Blanchard 
was later connected with the Springfield 
Armory and later supplements of the 
machine were produced there. 

However, history shows that the first 
Blanchard machine to be set up in 
Springfield was carted over the roads 
from Millbury. After another model was 
produced in Springfield, the original 
lathe was returned to Millbury where it 
was used for about 20 years in the 
Waters Armory. 

This and other Blanchard inventions 
were the forerunners of mass production 
and it can be truly said that the Blanch
ard eccentric lathe revolutionized gun
making and later affected every industry 
where irregular forms were made or 
used. 

Millbury also claims Dr. Leonard Gale, 
who assisted Samuel B. Morse in per
fecting the telegraph. 

Long before women's suffrage became 
a reality, Millbury vote"' in town meeting 
on March 20, 1882, to request the State 
legislature to extend to women who are 
citizens the right to hold town offices 
and to vote in town affairs on the same 
terms as male citizens. 

Millbury is justly proud that President 
William Howard Taft spent part of his 
boyhood in the town and maintained 
his ties with the . town throughout his 
life_. In fact, Taft attended the Millbury 
centennial celebration in 1913 and was a 
guest speaker at the centennial banquet. 

His mother was a member of the highly 
esteemed Torrey family of Millbury. 
After her husband's death, Mrs. Taft 
resided in Millbury. As a boy, Taft at
tended the public schools of Millbury 

. and . in . later years often visited his 
grandfather, Samuel D. Torrey. 

In these brief remarks, Mr. Speaker, 
it is not possible for me to recount in 
full the story of this historic Massachu
setts town, but I would like to pay richly 
deserved tribute to the early settlers of 
Sutton and Millbury who helped to build 

. this great country of ours with their 
magnificent sacl1:fices, struggles, and ac
complishments. The record of their su
perb work and contributions lives to this 
day and Millbury can take justifiable 
pride in the remarkable legacy it now 
possesses. 

After several previous attempts to form 
a separate township, Millbury became a 
reality in 1813. Farming was the main 
occupation, but swift running streams in 
the area led to small industrial enter
prises, some to meet the need for farm 
implements and other goods. 

Completion of the Blackstone Canal in 
1828 helped speed the growth of the town. 
In 1830 alone some 1,000 new residents 
were attracted to Millbury and the 
growth of the town can be linked to its 
advantageous position on or near major 
travel routes. First it was the Blackstone 
Canal, which gave way in 1847 to the 
Providence & Worcester Railroad. With 
the decline of the railroads, industry in 
the town turned to the nearby fast high
ways to carry Millbury-made products to 

·the big distribution centers of Boston 
and New York. 

I am prompted on this occasion to say 
a word about the leadership and the peo
ple of Millbury with special emphasis 
on the founding fathers. Like most New 
England communities, Millbury origi
nated in the painstaking work and bitter 
sacrifice of pioneer settlers. On April19, 
1775, the alarm from Lexington reached 
the mother town ·of Sutton and 11 min
utemen immediately rallied to the cry 
for aid from the embattled farmers and 
subsequently 56 men from the area served 
in the Revolution. During the Civil War, 
Millbury furnished 346 men, which was 
26 over the town's quota. In World Wars 
I and II and the Korean war, Millbury 
men fought and died on battlefronts far 
from home. 

The Millbury of today embodies these 
same pioneer qualities of outstanding 
leadership, patriotism, and devotion to 
basic values and fundamental institu
tions and I am very proud that this great 
community with its capable, public
spirited leaders and devoted and loyal 
people is a part of my great congres
sional district. 

Millbury, after 150 years of progress 
and accomplishment, looks to the future 
with vibrant confidence born of its illus
trious heritage and past successes, in
spired by an able and vigorous leader
ship and sustained by a loyal and devoted 
people. 

I predict that Millbury will continue to 
move ahead in growth, progress, and 
prosperity in the years to come, ever 
growing stronger in a material sense and 
ever preserving and enhancing that qual
ity of spiritual dedication for which it is 
noted and which will continue to en
gender in its ·citizenry those close ties of 
loyalty, respect, and affection which are 
so essential to American community life 
and so valuable in safeguarding the 
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fountainhead of American enterprise 
and freedom. 

Mr. Speaker, I am privileged to intro
duce in the House a special resolution 
bringing attention to the 150th anniver
sary of Millbury, which I have· had the 
honor to represent in'Congress for more 
than 20 years, and extending the con
gratulations of the House to the ·people of 
this fine community. Under leave to ex
tend my remarks, I include the text ·of iny 
resolution in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

- . H. RIOS .. 40i _ _,..,.c ... · .. , •• .. < • 

fi;.) Whereas ···the year 1963 marks the one 
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of t~e in
corporation of the town of Millbury, 
Massachusetts; and 

Whereas from the time of settlement in 
1716 the people of Millbury have figured 
conspicuously in the founding and growth 
of this Nation; and 

Whereas the observance of the one hundred 
and fiftieth anniversary of Millbury is being 
celebrated during the week of June 16 with 
impressive community ceremonies whic:Q will 
attract many visitors to central Massachu
setts; and 

Whereas Millbury is a progressive com
munity rich in historic interest, distinguished 
for its. fervent civic spirit, and faithfully de
voted to American institutions and ideals: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved., That the House of Representa
tives extends its greetings and felicitations 
to the people of Millbury, Massachusetts, on 
the occasion of the one hundred and fiftieth 
anniversary of this community and the 
House of Representatives further expresses 
its appreciation for the splendid services 
rendered to the ~ation by the citizens of 
Millbury during the past one hundred and 
fifty years. 

PRAYER IN OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of . the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, on Mon

day of this week the Supreme Court of 
the United States rendered a decision, a 
decision which strikes a blow at the very 
heart and essence of America-its spirit
ual heritage. 

For as the Supreme Court spoke, it 
barred from the public schools both the 
Lord's Prayer and the Bible. It ruled 
that the reading of the Bible and the 
recitation of the Lord's Prayer in our 
public schools is unconstitutional. 

As I watched a number of television 
newscasts that evening following the de
cision, a number of commentators said 
that Members of Congress had not raised 
a sharp cry of protest as in the New York 
case in 1962. I think we hardly had 
time to do so, but I feel that a deep feel
ing of shock is in many of us, and I for 
one proudly raise my voice in protest. 

This is the Nation which Lincoln de
clared "Under God shall have a new 
birth of freedom," this is the land which 
places upon its currency the legend "in 
God we trust," a land which was built by 
a deeply religious people. 

I need not remind you that only a few 
short weeks ago, Astronaut L. Gordon 
Cooper stood in this House and uttered 
again the prayer that he had given -while 
on his historic flight. Contrast this if 

you will ·with the Russian Cosmonaut 
who mocked after he descended that he 
saw no God up there. 

I think· this is the fundamental differ
ence in our two nations, the difference 
between freemen and those who live 
under atheistic communism. And I be
lieve our deep religious faith has sus
tained this land. 

The first amendment to the Constitu
tion provides that "Congress shall make 
no law respecting an establishment·· of 
religion or prohibiti.Dg the tree exercise 
thereof." This provision was adopted so 
that no state religion couid be adopted, 
and with this principle we all agree. 

But we do not agree that the simple 
recitation of the Lord's Prayer and the 
reading of the Bible violate the Consti
tution. Justice Stewart in his dissent 
in the New York case in 1962 said that 
the Court had "misapplied a great con
stitutional principle." For him, the 
question presented by the case was 
whether "those pupils who wish to do so 
may join in a brief prayer at the begin
ning of each schoolday." 

In writing for the majority in the pres
ent decision, Justice Clark conjured up 
all sorts of dreadful prospects if the 
Court should allow prayer to be said in 
the public schools. He said that this de
.parted from the concept of a government 
that must be neutral in religious mat
ters. Why so long in finding this out? 

It seems to a great many of us that it 
is quite a different thing to say that the . 
Constitution forbids one child, who may 
wish to do so, to recite the Lord's Prayer 
in a public school, merely because some 
other child, who does not want to pray 
and who is not required to pray, objects. 

I, and many of my colleagues, have 
introduced bills to amend the Constitu
tion to allow prayer in the public schools. 
They await committee hearing. Under 
this latest ruling, I would say it is doubly 
important that they be given a hearing 
and begin movfug. 

The Constitution was adopted by men, 
and in my personal opinion has been 
woefully and willfully misinterpreted, 
and it has been and can be changed by 
men. 

And I say that we need that change, 
and we need it now. We need to allow 
our schools to continue these short 
devotionals. 

This is a very real challenge for us to
day as Members of the Congress. Let 
us live up to that challenge. Let us begin 
to move here and now to pass this con
stitutional amendment to allow prayer 
in our public . schools. · 

And then let the people of . these 
United States through the due process 
of law have the opportunity to speak on 
the subject. Religious freedom must be 
protected, but this decision is religious 
oppression and it was never intended 
that it be thus by the founders of our 
land and the framers of the Constitution. 

I hope we will be able to get a bill be
fore the House for a constitutional 
amendment to rectify this mistake. 

POSTAL GUIDELINES PROGRAM 
SHOULD BE ABOLISHED 

Mr. MULTER. · Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 

at this point in the REGORD and include 
extraneous matter. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol

lowing· is my testimony before the Postal 
Operations Subcommittee in · opposition 
to the continuation of the guidelines sys
tem in the Po~t 011ice Department: .. ..... 
STATEMENT OF HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER BE-

FORE THE POSTAL OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITrEE, 
HOUSE POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE CoM
MITTEE, JUNE 18, 1963 
Mr. Chairman, to anyone concerned with 

the rights and dignity of man, the latest 
work measurement system put into effect by 
the· Post Office Department is an affront. 
It is a system which takes no account of the 
human element and postal clerk morale has 
suffered badly as a consequence. The United 
Federation of Postal Clerks has made repeal 
of this system its most important issue this 
year and has turned to the Congress for aid. 

The postal clerks have been forced to in
volve the Congress as the Post Office Depart
ment has refused to negotiate the issue. 
Although the federation has obtained ex
clusive right to represent all postal clerks 
nationally on working conditions and other 
matters, the contract signed March 20 ignores 
work measurement. Perhaps the Post Of
fice Department feels that this system is a 
part of management "rights" or "preroga
tives." But any system which has aroused 
so much hard feeling among loyal employees 
merits .negotiation. Industrial unions have 
been ab~e to bring similar issues into the 
bargaining sphere and the Post Office's atti- · 
tude seems undUly rigid. 

Let me quote a few references to this sys
tem by the affected postal employees in var
ious sections of the country. The president 
of the postal clerk union in Boston said that 
"* • • the use of entirely unrealistic stand
ards has caused a new low of employee 
morale in the post office. The honest and 
hard worker who for many years has given 
the Department good production is being 
discriminated against due to the unrealistic 
standards and the deceit of fellow workers 
·who have less scruples in the means they 
employ to secure production slips." A postal 
clerk from Worcester, Mass., writes 
"* • • that this system has ·been a destruc
tive double-talking instrument that has said 
what it didn't mean, and meant what it 
didn't say • • • it has in1licted an injustice 
and disservice to every distributor in the 
postal service!' A Columbia, S.C., local felt 
"• • • that this system can lead employees 
into a mental state that may result in indi
vidual , nervous disorders." Seattle, Wash., 
clerks call the system a "* • • hateful and 
unfair prac.tice . of ·individual hara,ssment." 
Members of a Brooklyn local paraded in our 
National Capital carrying placards which de
manded the burial of the guidelines. Surely 
.this is an authentic grassroots cry for re
dress. 

Why has the Post Office Department in-
1licted this system upon its workers? It 
claims that it would have to spend $100 
million more a Y$lar if the work measure
ment system were eliminated, but this esti
mate is open to question. Frankly, I do not 
believe it. How much money is spent to 
operate this system-to count and tabulate, 
to revise and restudy standards? In some 
cases employees have been told that stand
ards which have been heretofore vigorously 
defended by management are to be changed. 
Of course, · most of these standards are 
changed in the upward direction, sometimes 
as muc:;h as 15 percent. How accurate and 
scientific is such a system? 

The fallacy of all work measurement sys
tems from the time of Frederick Taylor, the 
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pioneer of the scientific management move
ment, is the failure to tak~ into account 
the individual differences of workers. Tay
lor's standard of the "quickest time of the 
most expert men" is no longer used, but some 
of the current standards are as open to 
question. They all assume that there is 
one best way for all of 'the workers per
forming the task. They all proclaim that 
they are scient~c but fail to prove it. 

An Assistant Postmaster General, Mr. 
Frederick C. Belen, in testimony before 
House Appropriations Committee hearings 
last February, stated his belief in the su
perior! ty of the Post Office measuring system 
over that carried on in private industry. 
"I think,'' said Mr. Belen, "in almost every 
instance where a job is measurable, private 
enterprise measures it, but I do not think 
·it is done as scientifically or on as wide
spread an area as we do. I believe that we 
have the largest work measurement system 
that exists." Perhaps the Post Office does 
have the largest system b'qt that hardly 
proves that it is the best or the most scien
tific. Indeed, the Post Office has had to 
abandon national standards in favor of local 
standards. Applying generalized data to 
specific widespread operations must have 
been too much even for the Post Office's 
superscientific staff. 

What basis does the Post Office have for 
thinking that its work measurement system 
is more scientific than those existing in in
dustry? Industry assembly lines work with 
standard components and products but the 
product of the Post Office is not uniform. 
The legibility of addresses will vary. The 
size and thickness of letters will vary. Busi
ness metered mail is often presorted. One 
clerk was able to sort at a rate 250 percent 
above the standard by handling metered 
mail. Also, the Post Office cannot control 
.the volume of mail handled as a manufac
_turing plant can control its output. Post 
offices must service the mail as it comes in. 
All of these variables make it highly un
likely that Post Office standards can ever be 
the same as those of industry. 

Over the years, the Post Office has had a 
number of systems; WPS, work performance 
standards, BMT, basic motion time study, 
and equated pieces of mail production, 
EPOM. All of these purported to be accu
rate and scientific, yet they were aU super
seded. The newest system is an outgrowth 
of the other systems and it is still a work
counting system and a speed-up. 

It seems to me that the speed-up aspects 
of the current Post Office work measurement 
system were admitted by Mr. Belen in an
other part of his testimony. "Basically," 
he said, "what we have is a system that 
measures units. The individual is only 
measured 25 percent of the time. We find 
there is a definite increase in productivity 
during the individual count week. Now, 
we do not propose to say that they could 
maintain that for 4 weeks in a row." If an 
individual is forced to work at a pace 1 
week exceeding what he can possibly be ex
pected to maintain for a month, it seems to 
me that this is certainly a speed-up. Fur
thermore, Mr. Belen admits that 99 percent 
of the postal employees are doing a good job. 
Why, then, have a work measurement sys
tem costing millions to maintain? Just to 
find the 1 percent or less who are doing 
a poor job? This tiny minority always finds 
a way to beat the system, as their fellow 
employees have pointed out. An elaborate 
system is not needed to ferret out this type 
of employee. Firm supervision will do the 
Job. 

The Post Office Department has to cope 
with an increasing volume of mail, and it is 
all well and good to look for ways to increase 
productivity. The human element, however, 
must never be forgotten. A high morale is 
essential to high productivity. 

In the past the Congress has demonstrated 
its concern. !or the ,WOJ.:kers affected by work 
measurement systems. A bill was passed in 
1915 which provided that no Federal funds 
could be used to pay anyone "making or 
causing to be made wtth a stopwatch or 
other time-measuring device" a time study. 
Today stopwatches are no longer used, but 
the aim of the work measurement system is 
the same--to impose rigid standards upon 
workers. I join with my many colleagues 
who have already expressed disapproval of 
these standards. The Congress must act to 
remove this system which has been so dam
aging to the morale of the postal clerks. 
It is doing no goOd. It is doing a great deal 
of harm.. 

PU~C LAW 78, THE BRACERO ACT 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I a.s"t 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
TexaB? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, this 

House was recently urged to grant a. 2-
yea.r extension to Public Law '18, the 
Bracero Act. 

This House in its wisdom saw fit to 
reject the extension. I should hope that 
we will reject any extension of this law. 
One of the reasons is that this act per
petuates a. kind of peonage. 

How this can happen was described 
some years ago by a. man familiar with 
this program. This man, the Most 
Reverend Robert E. Lucey, archbishop of 
·san Antonio, wrote: 

The life of a Mexican national working in 
American agriculture is not aU sweetness 
and light. On paper he is protected by the 
International Agreement and the standard 
work contract approved by our Government 
and that of Mexico. Wages, food, housing, 
collective bargaining, and guaranteed em
ployment are all covered in these documents. 
Take, for example, the question of wages. 
The International Agreement states: "The 
Mexican consulate and the representatives of 
the Secretary of Labor will be given a reason
able opportunity to ascertain that the Mexi
can worker has been paid all amounts due 
him under the work contra,ct or this Agree
ment." Mexican consuls are not numerous 
and the representatives of the Secretary of 
Labor are chiefly compliance omcers who are 
few and far between. If a. bracero is cheated 
out of half of his wages and the nearest 
Mexican consul is 300 miles away, just what 
does the poor bracero do? Should he start 
walking around the country, looking for a 
compliance officer? And what about his job 
when he takes a walk? 

But even if the woods were full of consuls 
and compliance officers, the Agreement would 
be unworkable. The bracero is a stranger 
in a strange land. He does not speak our 
language. He needs work desperately to live 
and to send a few dollars to his family in 
Mexico. He is practically defenseless against 
t;he greed and rapacity of an unscrupulous 
employer. He may be compelled to live in a 
filthy hovel without heat, without a blanket, 
without a decent bed. He may work 12 long 
hours for 6 hours' pay. Or he may encounter 
bad weather and have no work at all, not 
even the work guaranteed by his contract. 
Yes, he can complain to his employer but 
he had better not say too much because he 
can be fired and returned to Mexico. And 
so the poor bracero, compelled by force and 
fear, will endure any sort of injustice and 
exploitation to gain the few dollars that he 
needs so desperately. This is our national 
disgrace. 

CIVIL RIGHTS PROPOSALS 
Mr . . ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia.? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, I am bit

terly opposed to the so-called civil rights 
proposals of the President. Most of 
them tend to expand unreasonably the 
powers of the Federal Government over 
the rights and privileges of the vast 
majority of the citizens of our Nation. 
In an effort to give favored treatment to 
a. small minority, the proposals, if en
acted into law, will deprive the majority 
of the right to choose their associates 
and give to a. favored minority special 
privileges and preferred treatment. 

In addition, some of the proposals de
prive citizens of the right of the free use 
of their property and are clearly un
constitutional. They are an invasion 
of the personal liberty and freedom of 
the people gqa.ra.nteed under the U.S. 
Constitution. 

The proposals are an attempt by the 
administration to buy the political sup
port of an organized minority tO the 
great detriment of the overwhelming 
majority of the people of this country. 
It is a. sellout of our freedom which has 
meant so much to the peace and tra.n
quillity of our country. 

I propose to fight these proposals to 
the last ditch in the hope that the people 
of America. will a. waken to what is hap
pening before it is too late. It is an 
attempt to set up a small minority of 
supercla.ss citizenship. We must not let 
this happen. 

THE OIL niDUSTRY 
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to ·address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. P~ELL. Mr. Speaker, two re

cent actions have dealt severe blows to 
the vital oil industry of this Nation. 
These two actions have seriously dis
turbed me because of the serious situa
tions which already have engulfed this 
industry in a. struggle for economic sur
vival. 

The first of these two disturbing events 
was Presidential Proclamation No. 3541, 
which appeared in the Federal Register 
on June 13, 1963. This -proclamation 
had the effect of increasing oil imports, 
according to my information, by about 
28,000 barrels per day effective July 1 
over what these imports would have been 
in absence of the proclamation. 

Acting under section 232 of the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962, the President 
proclaimed that, effective July 1, 1963, 
"the ma.x:iinum level of imports, subject 
to a.lloca.t~on, of crude oll, unfinished oils, 
and finished products other than resid
ual fuel oil to be used as fuel shall be 
an amount equal to the difference be
tween 12.2 percent of the quantity of 
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crude oil and natural gas liquids which 
the Secretary of Interior estimates will 
be produced in these districts-I-IV
during that allocation period and the 
quantity of imports· * * * which the 
Secretary of Interior estimates will be 
imported into these districts during that 
allocation period." · 

The effect of this proclamation, as I 
said, will be to increase the imports of 
oil by about 28,000 barrels daily over 
what the imports would have been in ab
sence of the proclamation. 

To say the least, I am very disap
pointed by this latest development in fa
vor of foreign oil interests and further 
discriminating against the domestic oil 
producers on whom we must depend for 
oil supplies in event of national emer
gency. This further move toward de
terioration of the domestic oil industry 
is part of a long-range trend which 
must, in the interests of national secu
rity, be reversed before our ability to find 
and produce oil domestically is irrepara
bly impaired. 

The second disturbing event was the 
action. earlier this week by the Com
mittee on Ways and Means to increase 
the tax burden on the oil industry by 
approximately $50 million per year. 

On June 10, the committee had wisely 
decided to reject the administration pro
posals relating to the carryover of de
ductions for intangible dlilling and de
velopment costs, aggregation of oil and 
gas properties, and foreign operations. 

Then, en June 17, the committee re
versed its :field and tentatively approved 
language under which "gain on the sale 
or exchange of mineral interests would 
be treated as ordinary 'income to the ex
tent that intangible drilling and de
velopment costs which have been ex
pensed are attributable to that portion 
of the property still remaining in the 
ground. The provision would apply in 
the case of intangible drilling and de
velopment costs in the case of oil. This 
does not apply to depletion taken or de
ductible exploration . costs. Remaining 
gain would be treated as capital gain, 
and eligible for the 30-percent inclusion 
factor where the property had been held 
for 3 years or more. 

According to the Treasury Depart
ment, this tax revision, if adopted, would 
result in a tax increase of $20 million on 
the oil industry. The very nature of the 
oil busineSs and this particular provi
sion will result in almost all of this tax 
load being placed on the small oil opera
tor who can least afford it. 

The other provision adopted by the 
committee relates to the aggregation of 
oil and gas property. The recommenda
tion of the administration was tentative
ly approved by the committee. Treas
ury estimates that this provi~?ion would 
result in an added tax burden to the 
oil industry of $30 million per year. 

Under this prov.ision, the operating 
unit rule of present law in the case of 
oil and gas properties would be elimi
nated, and instead of this, the taxpayer 
could either maintain separate deposits 
as separate 'properties or could elect to 
combine all deposits falling within a 
single lease or acquisition, but could not 
combine different leases or acquisitions. 
An exception would be permitted to the 

lease rule · where an oil or gas producer 
enters into a so-called unitization agree
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, as I told the Committee 
on Ways and· Means when I appeared 
before them in opposition to the oil
related tax proposals on March 27, 1963, 
the oil industry now enjoys only av
erage profits when compared with other 
industry. This industry must compete 
with other industry for capital. These 
new tax burdens, if adopted, would de
crease the profits of the industry, and 
make it more difficult for the oil industry 
to obtain vital new operating capital. 

This involves much more than just a 
decrease in profits. Far more than just 
a loss of jobs in the oil industry is 
involved. As I told the committee: 

It involves the possible loss of jobs in steel 
mills and fabricating plants; the loss of 
cement sales, machinery sales, truck sales and 
corresponding losses in many other areas. 

Oil producers would find it less attractive 
to reinvest their own money in oil ventures. 
They would find it increasingly difficult to 
attract the outside risk capital that now con
tributes to their operations. The seriousness 
of the resulting slowdown in drilling activity 
would grow as the Nation's burgeoning de
mand for energy bit deeper and deeper into 
our presently held reserves. 

Eventually, to rekindle interest in drilling, 
prices would rise and the consuming public 
would feel the real impact of the change in 
the tax laws. 

. Unquestionably, Mr. Speaker, any 
governmental actions that depressed our 
petroleum producing industry would 
jeopardize the Nation's future safety. In 
case of war we must have enough oil 
available to assure victory. In other 
short-of-war emergencies, such as Suez, 
our domestic producing capability might 
well be invaluable. 

Lest we forget, the Soviet Union is try
ing to force its way into many free world 
oil markets long served by American 
concerns. This Russian activity is po
litically inspired. They are obviously 
attempting to use their growing supplies 
of crude as an offensive weapon in the 
cold war. 

Any change in the tax laws which 
would further impair our oil producing 
capacity in the United States is clearly 
not in the national interest Any such 
change would clearly be in direct conflict 
with our goal of stimulating the national 
economy. Any such change would dam
age our cold war position by reducing our 
capacity to :find and produce this vital 
product, petroleum. 

Mr. Speaker, my fervent hope is that 
the Committee on Ways and Means will 
again reconsider their position on this 
matter and adopt their original position 
of rejecting the whole package of oil
related tax proposals. It is my further 
hope that the trend of Executive action 
indicated by Presidential Proclamation 
No. 3541, and other actions in this area in 
the past, will be quickly reversed, and 
that we will see future actions reserving 
an adequate portion of the domestic 
petroleum market for the domestic pro
ducing industry. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

MEXICAN LABOR 
Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 

for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, because 

Public Law 78 was not extended by ac
tion taken ~n this Chamber, the Cali
fornia strawberry industry is in very 
serious danger. I should like to point 
out that this is a $35 million industry 
which provides $28 million in income to 
other industries that serve the growers 
of strawberries. 

I have today received a letter from a 
very reputable grower and shipper of 
produce, including strawberries, Mr. W. 
C. Day, of Day & Young, Inc., in my con
gressional district. So that Members 
may have the benefit of the views ex
pressed in this letter, I am including it 
in my remarks. It reads as follows: 

DAY & YOUNG, INC., 
Santa Clara, Calif., June 17,1963. 

Hon. CHARLES S. GUBSER, 
Representative in Congress 10th District, 

House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Believe me CHARLEY: The recent action 

relative to Public Law 78 has thrown 
your good district into quite a turmoil. I 
can't see why our California Congressmen 
failed to realize the importance of Mexican 
labor in continuing that tremendous agri
cultural activity we have here. 

I am referring not only to agriculture 
generally but to strawberries in particular. 
For your information the strawberry crop 
of California is worth about $35 million a 
year. Then when one considers others who 
live off the California crop such as local 
field labor, shipping carton manufacturers, 
freight, express, plants fertilizers freezing 
industry, it amounts to another $28 million. 

I am only dealing with the strawberry 
industry because with that I am more fa
miliar. I don't believe enough local labor 
could be accumulated to handle a crop of 
strawberries 10 percent the size of our pres
ent industry. 

I certainly hope you will throw all of your 
weight behind this thing for a reconsidera
tion to make possible reimportation of the 
Mexican braceros in future years. You will 
doubtless receive many letters and you will 
obtain information relative to many other 
row crops requiring men that will spend the 
day with their bodies in the shape of a horse 
shoe and believe me there's no local men that 
will do it. 

I don't think you could perform a finer 
service for your district nor for California. 
generally in agriculture then to exert your 
very best efforts toward a reconsideration 
which might result in an extension of Pub
lic Law 78. I do not hesitate to bring 
this to your attention and I haven't both
ered you very much but this is so very im
portant to agriculture that I felt sure that 
some letters from your constituents would 
be in order. 

I enjoy your letter which has reached me 
regularly and I believe you are doing a fine 
job. 

Very sincerely yours, 
W. C. "JERRY" DAY. 
DAY & YOUNG, INC. 

THE UPSET VICTORY IN CALIFOR
NIA-A TRIBUTE TO CALIFORNIA 
VOTERS AND TO BOB WILSON 
Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the · gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. ScHWENGEL] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the 

election of Republican Del Clawson of 
Compton, Calif., to fill the vacancy in 
our ranks created by the untimely death 
of our distinguished colleague, Repre
sentative Clyde Doyle, is significant. 

It is significant because this was an
other seat which the Republicans were 
not supposed to win. 

Above and beyond the outstanding 
qualifications of the Republican candi
date, Del Clawson, and the dedicated, 
hard working organization which turned 
out the votes for his victory, we must not 
lose sight of the role of the gentleman 
from California, Congressman BoB WIL
SON who fills a hard and difficult position 
as chairman of the National Republican 
Congressional Committee which coordi
nates the activity behind every Republi
can congressional campaign and particu
larly those where special elections are 
necessary. 

You can look at the outcome of elec
tions like this and know how effective 
the gentleman from California, BoB WIL
soN, is in directing his committee. In 
this particular instance he led other 
Californians in developing a plan and 
strategy which resulted in victory. You 
can be sure that on our side of the aisle, 
we are deeply grateful for his leadership~ 

Two other factors stand out in this 
election: One is the presence of Presi
dent Kennedy in California immediately 
before this election. This is a setback 
to his prestige and to his programs. A 
predominantly Democratic district has 
elected a R-epublican in the face of Pres
ident Kennedy's visit to the scene. This 
brings us to the other factor which is 
the good judgment of the California 
voters to whom I wish to pay tribute. 
They have expressed an independence 
of the outside influences which are 
brought to bear in elections of this kind 
and they have exerted good commo~ 
sense in the Lincolnian tradition by 
electing Del Clawson. 

THE LATE CARL BROWN 
Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. SCHWENGEL] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the 

Watershed Letter of the National Asso
ciation of Soil and Water Conservation 
Districts for June 3, carries a tribute to 
the late Carl Brown, an authority on 
watershed protection and flood preven
tion for the U.S. Department of Agri
culture. 

Before his death, Carl Brown was of 
inestimable service to my staff and me in 
drafting many of the details of the "Mis
sion '76" program which I am promoting 
to complete all of the Nation's major 

watersheds by 1976 instead of year 2000 
as originally proposed. 

It is appropriate, therefore, for me to 
join in this recognition o:f Carl Brown's 
great contributions to watershed devel
opment by placing in the RECORD the 
tribute which was carried in the Water
shed Letter: 

A TRIBUTE TO CARL BROWN 

Early last month the watershed movement 
lost one of its true champions-Carl B. 
Brown, who died in Washington, D.C., fol
lowing a heart attack. A tribute was paid 
to Carl, wh-:> was assistant to Hollis R. Wil
liams, Assistant Administrator for Water
sheds in SCS, at the lOth National Water
shed Congress in Philadelphia. Presented at 
the opening general session by C. R. "Pink" 
Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife 
Management Institute, this tribute expresses 
in words more fittingly and eloquently than 
ours, the feelings of thousands about Carl's 
most untimely death. The tribute: 

"This is our lOth National Watershed Con
gress in 9 years. 

"But long before we first met--many years 
before-a young man dedicated all his days 
and most of his nights to the idea in which 
we have been joining for a decade. 

"The young man was Carl B. Brown. The 
idea, of course, was the management and 
treatment of our small watersheds-the long 
neglected area that lay between our vast 
programs for water resource development in 
major river basins and the soil and water 
conservation programs for individual land
owners. 

"Carl Brown, still a young man at 52, died 
suddenly on May 5. The gap left by his 
departure is fully as great as the gap filled 
by the small watershed program. 

"Carl Brown was a brilliant young man in 
a hurry. He earned his first college degree 
at the age of 18 and a graduate degree at 20. 
By the time he was 24 he was nationally 
recognized as an authority on sedimentation. 
His career _was marked by what engineers and 
scientists, even when they opposed him 
characterized as 'the highest level of pro
fessionalism.' 

"More than any man, Carl Brown deserved 
the title of 'Mr. Watershed.' He earned· it 
during 20 years of factflnding and studying 
and dreaming and speaking and writing and 
cajoling. 

"He earned it at endless conference tables 
amid debates and agency discussions. He 
earned it in the dark hours of the night at 
home, pouring into a dictating machine new 
ammunition for a cause that so often ap
peared to be lost. 

"He earned it as one of the principal archi
tects of history-making legislation that gave 
life to the small watershed idea. He earned 
it before the committees of the Congress and 
in the privacy of the offices of influential 
men who learned from him, as indeed did 
we all. 

"He earned it by continuing to the day of 
his untimely death complete devotion of 
mind and heart to the daily implementation 
of the program, to improving it by legislation 
amendments, to defending it from its attack
ers, to making it work better. 

"Most of Carl Brown's adult life was given 
to this ca:use. Perhaps, as he gave to it, so 
it also took from him and lessened his days 
upon earth. 

"'Mr. Watershed,' we pray that you rest in 
peace." 

CIVIL RIGHTS 
Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle-

man from New York [Mr. HoRTON] may 
extend his remarks at this point ln the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to note the President's support of 
a number of civil rights proposals whose 
enactment, I feel, is essential to the wel
fare of this nation. 

Early this year, when I introduced the 
first of two civil rights bills, I urged that 
Congress extend greater legal protec
tion to those being denied their Con
stitutional rights. Recent events have 
made the prompt passage of such 
measures assuring equal protection of 
the laws even more imperative. 

The time for talking is over. The time 
for action is here. Let us lay aside what
ever political, social and economic dif
ferences that divide us and unite in pro
viding the necessary legal tools which 
will guarantee all citizens the rights 
which are inherently theirs. 

I accept the challenge to stay in ses
sion until such legislation is enacted. 
No domestic issue holds higher priority. 

UNITED STATES-HUNGARIAN 
POLICY 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from New Hampshire [Mr. WYMAN] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the RECORD and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, this Gov

ernment's policy toward Hungary has 
long been of concern to me, going way 
back to the time that Winston Churchill 
recommended that we invade through 
the Balkans. Had we done this, there 
probably would never have been the dis
mal record of satellite suppressions by 
the Soviet Union that have been the fate 
of the Balkan peoples. 

I believe that it was wrong for us, 
through Radio Free Europe, the Voice of 
America, and in many other ways, to en
COW'age peoples in satellite nations to 
rise up and rid themselves of communism
only to do nothing to give military help 
when this happened in Hungary. It 
seems to me that if it is to be the policy 
of the Western World to encourage peo
ples living crushed under communism's 
heavy heel to rebel against communism 
that it should also be the policy of the 
Western World to be prepared to give 
material assistance if this should happen 
as it did in Hungary. 

We were no more prepared with a de
finitive and realistic policy for the Hun
garian uprising than we were for the 
contingency that a U-2 might be shot 
down over the Soviet Union. America's 
handling of foreign policy ever since the 
end of Woild Warn has, for the most 
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part, comprised an astonishing series of 
grievous errors .that in any ball game 
would probably result in a new manager. 
Amazingly, however, the propaganda 
mills of the State Department as well as 
those of the White House, under what
ever administration, have succeeded in 
persuading too many Americans that re
treat has been victory, appeasement has 
been progress, and compromise of prin
ciples has been statesmanship. 

Recently, rumor had it that this coun
try's policy toward the present Hun
garian Government might change again. 
With this in mind, on May 16, 1963, I 
wrote to the Secretary of State affirm
ing my personal opposition to recogni
tion of Communist governments any
where and particularly the Hungarian 
Communist Government. Yesterday, 
June 18, more than a month later, I 
received a reply from Assistant Secretary 
of State Dutton that I believe is of inter
est to the House in relation to Hungarian 
affairs. This correspondence read as 
follows: · 

Hon. DEAN Rusx, 
Secretary of State, 
Department of State, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 16, 1963. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: A recent flurry of 
news reports and rumors hint there is 
thought of resuming full diplomatic rela
tions with Communist Hungary on the part 
of the U.S. Government. One Associated 
Press reporter stated that congressional 
sanction is not necessary to restore full 
diplomatic relations with Hungary. 

I would appreciate it if you would advise 
me whether or not this is so; (a) That the 
Department is considering such recognition, 
and (b) that it requires no congressional 
sanction. 

I am unalterably opposed to recognition 
of Communist governments anywhere, and 
most particularly the Hungarian Commu
nist Government. I believe it is a blot on 
our honor that we should have encouraged 
the Hungarian people to rise up and rebel 
against communism only to fail to help 
them ·in their hour of need. Whether by 
way of Radio Free Europe, Crusade for Free
dom, or whatever means, it has long been 
implicit in our policy that we would help 
our friends. To me, our failure to do so in 
Hungary is just one more illustration of the 
kind of wizening up of American character 
and principle that has reach~d alarming pro
portions in the last ~5 years. 

I do most sincerely urge upon you never 
to let it be a part of the record of your ad
ministration as Secretary of State that you 
recognized a Communist government as a 
lawful Government of Hungary. 

Respectfully, 
LoUIS C. WYMAN, 
Member of Congress. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
June 18, 1963. 

Hon.LoUis C. WYMAN, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WYMAN: The Secretary 
of State has asked me to reply tO your letter 
of May 16 in which you express your opposi.; 
tion to recognition of and restoration of full 
diplomatic relations with the Hungarian 
Government. The Department appreciates 
your interest in this matter and welcomes 
the opportunity to discuss the questions 
that you have raised and to clarify the U.S. 
position in the Hungarian situation. · 

Recent developments in HUngarian atrali-s 
do not, in fact, involve any question of recog-
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nition or resumption. of diplomatic relations. 
At the end of World W~ II, the U.S. Govern
ment recognized and entered into diplo~atic 
relations with the Hungarian Government. 
Although there have been various govern
ment changes in Hungary since that time, 
U.S. recognition has never been withdrawn, 
and there has been no interruption or sus
pension of diplomatic relations with Hun
gary. The American Legation in Budapest 
has remained in existence and in operation 
throughout the period since 1945. 

At the time of the Soviet armed suppres
sion of the Hungarian national uprising in 
November 1956 and during the period of 
harsh internal repression that followed the 
Soviet intervention, the U.S. Government 
withheld the accreditation of its minister 
who had arrived in ·Budapest immediately 
prior to the Soviet attack. Subsequently, in 
February 1957, this Government withdrew 
h1in from Hungary. The American Legation 
in Budapest has since been headed by a 
Charge d'Affaires ad interim, as has the Hun
garian Legation in Washington. In the pe
riod since 1956, United States-Hungarian 
relations have been subject to strain and 
have remained generally inactive and mini
malin all fields. 

It is the Department's view that the re
duction of bilateral relations to minimal 
levels after the events of 1956 and the pres
sures brought to bear on the Hungarian Gov
ernment in the United Nations over the same 
extended period have served a useful pur
pose. This course of action, reinforced by 
the continuing impact of the Hungarian 
r~volution and the by the quiet but per
sistent efforts of this and other Western gov
ernments through diplomatic channels to 
encourage the Hungarian Government to 
moderate its internal policies, has undoubt
edly helped to bring about the favorable de
velopments and changes which have improved 
the lot of the Hungarian people during the 
past 2 years and made their situation com
paratively better than that of the peoples 
in other Soviet bloc countries except Poland .. 

It is true, of course, that the present Hun
garian Government was imposed on the 
Hungarian people by Soviet armed interven
tion in 1956. But it is equally true that the 
harsh regime of Matyas Rakosi, which 
usurped power in _Hungary in 1947 _from a 
freely elected government and ruled by re
pression and terror until 1956, was also im
posed as a result of Soviet duress and So
viet intervention in Hungarian internal 
affairs. Moreover, the Communist govern
ments in the other Soviet bloc states of 
Eastern E.urope, no less than the Government 
in Hungary, were forcibly imposed on the 
peoples of those states, owe their existence to 
the support of Soviet power, and (except for 
Poland) are no less subject to Soviet domi
nation. The continued U.S. recognition of 
and maintenance of diplomatic relations 
with the Hungarian Government is not. 
therefore, of essentially different aspect 
than continued U.S. recognition of and 
maintenance of diplomatic relations with 
other Soviet bloc governments. The main
tenance of diplomatic relations at any level 
with these governments in no way signifies 
U.S. approval of the origin, character, or 
policies of these governments. The U.S. 
Government has clearly and repeatedly af
firmed that it does not accept the status quo 
of Soviet domination in Eastern Europe as a 
satisfactory or permanent condition of 
affairs in that area. 

The situation in Hungary, as in Eastern 
Europe generally, is not a static but rather 
an ever-changing situation. In such cir
cumstances, it is a basic U.S. concern, in ad
vancement of U.S. interests and the just 
aspirations of the Hungarian and other So
viet-dominated peoples, to utilize all appro-

priate opportunities for maintaining and 
broadening U.S. contacts with these peoples, 
for manifesting continuing interest in their 
welfare, and for making the U.S. presence 
and influence felt in that area in: as many 
effective ways as possible. · 
. The future course of u.s: bilateral rela

tions with Hungary will depend on many 
factors and developments, and we do not 
anticipate any dramatic or sudden changes 
in this regard. In the further examination 
and consideration of United States-Hun
garian relations, however, it is reasonable 
that this Government should regard those 
relations as subject to adjustment as condi
tions and developments may warrant from 
the point of view of U.S. interests and ad
vantage. As this suggests, the Department 
has no plan to send a Minister to Budapest 
at this time. You know, of course, the Pres
ident appoints Ministers by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. 

There is a further point raised in your 
letter that the Department believes may 
refiect some misunderstanding and should, 
therefore, be clarified. This concerns your 
expressed belief that it is a blot on our hon.: 
or that we should have encouraged the 
Hungarian people to rise up and rebei 
against communism only to fall to help them 
in their hour of need. 

The U.S. Government at no time encour
aged the Hungarian people to open and vio
lent rebellion. The 1956 Hungarian upris
ing did not result from incitement to revolt 
from abroad but rather, as the findings con
tained in the authoritative Report of the 
Special Committee on the Problem of Hun
gary (United Nations General Assembly Of
ficial Records: 11th Session, Supplement 
No. 18, Document A/3592, New York, June 
1957) make clear, was entirely indigenous 
and spontaneous in origin and character. 
In concluding its report, the Special Com
mittee stated: 

"What took place in Hungary in October 
and November 1956 was a spontaneous na
tional uprising, due to long-standing griev
ances which had caused resentment among 
the people. • • • 

"The thesis that the uprising was fomented 
by reactionary circles in Hungary and that 
it · drew its strength from such circles and 
from Western imperialists failed to surviv~ 
the committee's examination. From start to 
finish, the uprising was led by students, 
workers, soldiers, and intellectuals, many of 
whom were Communists or former Commu
nists .••• 

"The uprising was not planned in advance. 
It was the universal testimony of witnesses 
examined by the committee that events took 
participants by surprise." 

Upon the outbreak of the uprising, this 
Government did am.rm its belief in the just-. 
ness of the Hungarian people's cause and of 
their aspirations for national independence 
and freedom. It played a leading part in 
placing the Hungarian case before the United 
Nations and in organizing and supporting 
humanitarian relief assistance and refugee 
resettlement measures aimed at alleviating 
the suffering of the Hungarian people. We 
believe that these and other actions taken 
by this Government in the circumstances 
existing at that time were entirely consistent 
with our national honor and principles. 

If I can be of any further assistance to 
you, please do not hesitate to let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
FREDERICK G. DUTTON, 

Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Speaker, though the refinements 
of the sophisticated phraseology of this 
letter imply that American policy in re
lation to Hungary is not about to change. 
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there is nevertheless the implication 
that because the U.S. Government at no 
times encouraged the Hungarian rebel
lion, and spoke in protest on behalf of 
the Hungarian people in the United Na
tions after the rebe111on had aborted, 
that we should get some kind of a medal. 

The process of training for expertise 
in international diplomacy is a long 
and complicated road. Unfortunately, 
many who take this road seem to l~e 
sight of where they are going. They 
do not see the forest for the trees. Here 
l fear that we fall to recognize that the 
only course for America that can assure 
the world's respect for our leadership is 
a course 1n which our devotion and ad
herence to the fundamental principles 
of freedom and justice for all shines 
clear as a beacon light. Firmness in de
cisions to stand up for freedom has been 
so notoriously lacking in the policies of 
the Department of State it is difficult 
for us to claim much credit in world 
leadership. In Guatemala, in Lebanon, 
in Quemoy and Matsu, and in Formosa, 
yes. But almost everywhere else it has 
been compromise, surrender, or outright 
appeasement. 

This country can honestly derive little 
satisfaction in being the champion in 
the U.N. of once freedom-loving but now 
dead Hungarians. Our policy must be 
changed so that we will not engage in 
diplomatic relations with Communist 
gangsters and murderers whether the 
interchange is in the form of an em
bassy or a legation. We must let the 
peoples of the world know that we stand 
with those who are ready to fight and 
give their lives for freedom and that we 
will help them in their struggle, not just 
QY applause from the sidelines, but as an 
actor like F.D.R. was with lend-lease. 

Our sorry record of pussyfooting with 
halfway measures or excuses for failure 
to fight for freedom in the face of one 
showdown after another should be 
ended once and for all. Within the De
partment of State are hundreds and 
hundreds of personnel whose contribu
tions to these sorry policies are a matter 
of record and who continue to influence 
these policies every day. I am con
vinced that it would be in the best in
terests of this country to shake up this 
Department radically and to put most 
of these architects of disaster out to pas
ture for good. 

I fall to see how any of us can de
rive pride, satisfaction or comfort from 
the continued gains by the Soviet Union 
and its bloc in the tremendous struggle 
for the balance of power in the world. 
Our sorry performance in Hungary is 
another unhappy chapter in this book. 

DEPRESSED AREAS BILL 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Kentucky [Mr. SNYDER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
REcORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, much has 
been said about the recent defeat of the 
Area Redevelopment Act. As the record 
will show, I was the only Kentuckian 
who voted against this legislation. I 
have been chided in my local press for 
this action. While usually only objectors 
write, I have received innumerable com
plimentary letters and only one lone crit
ical postcard. This is despite much sup
posed "bad" publicity by my local press. 

This criticism of my vote is reportedly 
because eastern Kentucky is what is 
called a depresSed area by advocates of 
this legislation. In this connection, the 
following is just one of the favorable let
ters I have received: 

LoNDON, KY., June 17, 1963. 
Hon. M. C. SNYDER, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

CONGRESSMAN SNYDER: I WOUld like to con
gratulate you for standing up and voting your 
conscience on the Kennedy giveaway pro
gram, the so-called depressed area bill. 
You sure voted right. I operate two mining 
companies and employ about 250 men. It is 
a tough struggle to stay in business, espe
cially coal business, which we are operating 
on less than 1 percent profit on sales and 
investment. We are paying the maximum 
unemployment insurance 4% percent. We 
need at least 50 more men to work but just 
can't get them, in fact we have the worst 
labor shortage that we have ever had in all 
!)Ur mining profession. The combined field 
in Leslie County needs at least 500 miners, 
yet the Kennedys say we are in a 22 percent 
unemployment bracket. Does this make 
sense to you? This section has become a 
complete welfare State. Unemployment in
surance and free food has trained them not 
to work for a living. 

Enclosed in this letter is an article written 
by me which states facts about eastern Ken
tucky as I know them. Please do what you 
can to help straighten this mess out. 

Sincerely, 
Mr. LEWIS HOWARD. 

OCCUPATIONAL DISEASE 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. JoELSON] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, my at

tention has been called to a report pre
sented at a joint meeting of the sections 
on radiology and diseases of the chest of 
the American Medical Association and 
the American College of Chest Physi
cians on June 17, 1963, at Atlantic City, 
N.J. The study was prepared by Dr. 
Irving J. Seliko1f, Dr. Jacob Churg, and 
Dr. E. Cuyler Hammond. It indicates 
to me that we are lagging in the protec
tion of American workers from occupa
tional diseases. 

This report studies the problem of 
lung cancer as well as cancer generally 
in asbestos workers. It traced the case 
histories of 632 members of metropoli
tan locals of the International Assocja
tion of Heat and Frost Insulators and 

Asbestos Workers from 1942 to 1962. 
The report found that the death rate 
from cancer of the bronchus and pleura 
was 6.8 times as high among these as
bestos workers as in the general white 
·male population of the United States, 
both age and date being taken into con
sideration. The report further stated: 

The death rate from cancer of the stom
ach, colon, and rectum was higher among the 
asbestos workers than would be expected 
from the rates reported for the white male 
.population of the United States. 

The research paper reported: 
Asbestos exposure in industry will not be 

limited to the particular craft that utilizes 
the material. The floating fibers do not re
spect job classifications. Thus, insulation 
workers undoubtedly share their exposure 
with their workmates in other trades and 
intimate contact is possible for electricians, 
plumbers, sheet metalworkers, steamfitters, 
laborers, carpenters, boilermakers, foremen; 
perhaps even the supervising architect should 
not be omitted. 

This report makes a most valuable 
contribution. As an author of an occu
pational safety bill, I am convinced that 
we must do more to encourage State pro
grams to eliminate the human suffering 
caused by industrial diseases. 

Dr. Irving J. Seliko1f is practicing in
:ternal medicine in Paterson, N.J., and 
has done considerable research in dis
eases of the lung. Dr. Jacob Churg is 
the director of laboratories for Barnert 
Memorial Hospital, also in Paterson. Dr. 
E. Cuyler Hammond is the director of 
the statistical research at Mount Sinai 
Hospital in New York City, and their 
work was supported by the Health Re
search Council of the City of New York. 

ALLOWING DEFENDANTS IN SUITS 
UNSUCCESSFULLY BROUGHT BY 
THE UNITED STATES TO RE
COVER CERTAIN COSTS 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. LESINSKI] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
REcORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
M:r. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have 

today introduced .H.R. 7140, a bill which 
is designed to allow defendants in suits 
unsuccessfully brought by the U.S. Gov
ernment to recover certain costs. This 
bill would amend title 28 of the United 
States Code by adding a provision for 
the assessment of reasonable attorneys' 
fees and expert witness' fees and, in the 
court's discretion, any and all other di
rect or indirect costs that may be occa
sioned by a successful defendant in any 
criminal or civil suit initiated by the 
Federal Government. 

My purpose in seeking enactment of 
this measure is to require the Govern
ment to take a hard look at any litiga
tions which it may propose to prosecute. 
My attention was directed to a case of 
three companies that last year went to 
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c.ourt and proved their innocence of 
charges that they had conspired to :fix 
the price of a com.modity. They totaled 
up the bills later and learned that their 
collective . cos~ exceeded $750,000. If 
they had not contested the charge, each 
would have faced a maximum tine of 
$50,000, or a total of $150,000. It was 
noted that several other companies in 
which similar charges were made de
cided they could not afford the high 
price of proving their innocence. It was 
commented that in a sense, because of 
the high cost of :fighting the Govern
ment, those companies were robbed of 
the chance to prove their innocence. 
Concern was expressed that the Depart
ment of Justice might begin to use its 
power to make less than responsible 
charges knowing that the accused could 
not afford to defend itself. 

While I do not at this time intend to 
criticize the present operations of the 
Department of Justice in this regard, I 
feel that there should be some law on 
the books in the event circumstances 
might develop in which overzealous offi
cials in the Department might use their 
powers in sqch a manner. 

It is in view of this situation that I 
feel remedial legislation should be en
acted to insure that the Justice Depart
ment will .wisely and reasonably evaluate 
any legal case in which it may be in
volved. 

FREE TRADE POLICY 
The SPEAKER. Under previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. ToLLEFSON] is recognized for 
30minutes. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, busi-
.ness has shown some improvement re
cently and the April employment reports 
indicate that 100,000 workers were added 
to the employment payrolls in manufac
turing industries. However, while total 
nonfarm employment rose to a plane of 
1 million jobs above a year ago, the per
centage of unemployment this April 
stood at 5.7 percent compared with 5.6 
percent a year ago-in other words, a 
slight increase. 

This means, of course, that we are not 
employing workers as fast as they come 
on the scene as a result of population 
increase. One reason lies in more and 
more automation, which spells displace
ment of workers. 

Automation is usually applauded be
cause it reduces cost of production. It 
was our ready acceptance of techno
logical advancement and mass produc
tion that together with some other fac
tors brought us to the forefront in the 
industrial world. In the past it could 
always be said that while the installation 
of laborsaving machinery and equip
ment temporarily displaced workers, 
these always found new jobs and before 
long the increased consumption of the 
goods offered at lower prices led to such 
an expansion in production that even 
more workers were hired. 

This was true in numerous instances 
such as the automobile industry, where 

new developments, discoveries, and in
ventions made it. possible to reduce costs 
radically and to sell the output at popu
lar prices. If the demand for the goods 
was elastic, each significant cost reduc
tion meant a further swelling of con
sumer demand. 

It was in pursuit of this principle, plus 
recognition of the function of fairness 
of competition and consumer purchasing 
power, that we came to lead the world 
in production. 

Yet, the magnetic element in all of 
this was the confidence, derived from 
observation and experience, that a busi
ness well put together and well run, re
paid the struggles, disappointments and 
hardships encountered on the way. The 
vi~ion of good profits acted ~ts a strong 
pulling power from the future to the 
present; and if all went well the future 
continued to beckon and to justify effort, 
alertness, and risk. 

The path was strewn with failures but 
the visible examples of success were suf
ticiently compelling to keep enterprisers, 
new and old, forever at it. The results 
amazed the world. The Second if not the 
First World War was won by the side that 
was joined by our industrial power. 

Today something is wrong with the 
smooth working of this principle, but it 
is not a lack of mechanization and utili
zation of technology. We are producing 
yearly more goods with fewer workers. 
This does not spell indust1ial ineffi
ciency. 

I believe that one source of serious 
trouble lies in our trade policy. Every
one knows that American costs have 
been driven to high levels. We had high 
war costs, foreign aid, high defense out
lays, high wages and high taxes. In 
recent years other countries have begun 
to follow our footsteps in technology and 
production methods. We have shipped 
abroad or exported over $50 billion of 
modern machinery and equipment in the 
past 10 or 12 years. With the use 
of this machinery other industrial coun
tries have greatly increased the produc
tivity of their workers while their wages 
have continued far below ours. 

Import competition began to confront 
many of our industries with very difficult 
problems, the principal one being the 
lower prices at which imports come into 
this country. These imports knifed 
right through the domestic market, at 
first taking 5 then 10 percent and be
fore long 15 or 20 percent and in some 
cases on up to 50 percent or more. 

The cry went up that we must become 
more efficient; and we did-at least to 
the extent of displacing over a million 
production workers from 1950 to 1960 in 
a score of leading industries. It is true 
that employment rose elsewhere but it 
was in the nonproductional activities 
and in State and local government. 
These increases were not enough to over
come the losses of production workers, 
farm labor, and so forth and at the same 
time offset the number of new workers 
arriving every year. 

Now, let. us see is we can detect a differ
ence between the effects of laborsaving 

installations under the circumstances of 
the past when the effort was made in re
sponse to the lure of a fast-growing 
market if lower prices were achieved, on 
the one hand, and tlie same operation in 
response to desperate efforts to stay in 
business, to hold ground already held and 
to avoid being driven out, not by do
mestic competition but import compe
tition, on the other. 

When industry is driven to automa
tion, not because the market outlook is 
good but because it is bad, and not as a 
means of growing up with or opening up 
a growing market, the effect on employ
ment is vastly different. Imports cap
ture the increase in demand generated 
by lower prices and domestic industry 
ends up by perhaps holding its own but 
with the dividend of net displacement of 
workers. This becomes a drag on pur
chasing power and augments a national 
problem. 

If the competition were domestic, a,t 
least domestic employment would reap 
the harvest from lower prices; but in
flexible costs prevent domestic producers 
tn mapy instances from meeting import 
prices. If they do, they sacrifice profits 
and reserves for research and develop
ment, advertising and reinvestment. 

Mr. Speaker, I offer for the REcoRD, 
under leave to extend my remarks, a 
paper prepared by Mr. 0. R. Strackbein, 
chairman of the Nation-Wide Commit
tee on Import-Export Policy on this im
portant subject. His paper has been 
referred to as "an extremely orderly and 
forceful yet reasonable presentation of 
the subject." 

I commend it to the attention of all 
who a1·e interested in our besetting prob
lem. The paper follows: 
FREE TRADE POLICY THROTTLING OuR ECONOMY 

(By 0. R. Strackbein, cha~rman, Nation
Wide Committee on Import-Export Policy) 

The American economy is or was a dynamic 
organism. It is or was preeminently an 
economy of abundance. It will either main
tain that characteristic or it will be trans
formed into a state-governed system in which 
both dynamism and abundll.nce will disap
pear. This follows from the very nature of 
economic dynamism and from its origin in 
the nature of human demand for goods. 
Abundance, in turn, depends on the fortunes 
of an economic system that is essentially 
self-propelling and self-renewing but in
clined to balk if excessively cluttered, bur
dened or restrained. 

All economies are dedicated to the fulfill
ment of man's needs and desires. These 
needs are highly variable but may be regarded 
roughly as falling into two broad categories, 
namely, the primary and secondary ones. 
The primary needs, very simply, are those 
that must be satisfied if man is to subsist. 

The secondary needs are those that lie 
above the minimum level. They may be 
denied satisfaction without courting extinc
tion but not without withholding from life 
the gratifications that distinguish man from 
the lower animals and mark his progress in 
civilization. 

An economy that is dedicated to nothing 
more than provision of goods at the minimum 
level is necessarily a static economy. It will 
do no more than provide food, clothing, 
shelter arid the necessary tools and means of 
locomotion required to furnish these goods. 
Its growth is limited by the population it 



11222 CONGRESSIONAL . RECORD- HOUSE June 19 
serves. If the number of people remains the 
same so will the output of the economy. The 
latter will grow only in step with the in
crease in population. 

On the other hand, an economy that 
undertakes to provide means of satisfying 
the secondary needs and desires has before it 
great possibilities of growth and ramification. 
The extent to which it will meet these needs 
depends on a variety of factors. Some of the 
most perplexing problems of economics and 
government arise over this question. 

Most economies of the world do much 
more than merely provide 'the means of 
satisfying the primary needs. There are 
some others, however, that hover close to the 
subsistence level. 

Of all the countries, the United States de
veloped the most productive ecouomic sys~ 
tem in the world and has catered mo:st ex
tensively to the secondary needs and desires 
of the people. This productive explosion 
became most visible in the first half of the 
20th century. As a material civilization this 
country as a result of this forward surge 
has hitherto seen no equal. 

Strangely enough as a country we were 
barely conscious of the origin of our indus
trial and agricultural leadership. As a result 
it has been too much taken for granted. In 
fact, some of the most fruitful factors of the 
combination of elements that together 
achieved the peak of productivity have been 
under heavy attack from some quarters. 
Many heavy-handed efforts have been made 
to discredit and to clothe with ill repute 
some of the very elements that have been 
responsible for the success of the system. It 
may be granted both that some of the criti
cism has been innocent and sincere and that 
some of it was deserved. Nevertheless it 
would be a most unfortunate retribution to 
the critics if their notions should prevail 
and should succeed in .deranging our system 
to the point of perverting its genius in the 
guise of reform. 

To be sure, any system breeds evils; and 
reform is a necessary accompaniment of 
progress; but not all that goes by the name 
of reform is reform. It -may entail changes 
so radical that the system can no longer be 
what it was or perform as it did. This may 
be the result even if the reform bore no such 
intention. At the same time it must be clear 
that not all reform will be fatal or even 
burdensome to the economy. The question 
is how the . changes comport with the inner 
genius of the system. 

Obviously this genius must be understood 
if a judgment is to be made with respect to 
the soundness of past or prospective changes 
and reforms. 

It is important that the composite ele
ments and nature of the system be clearly 
set forth. 

We have, to begin with, the people who 
settled this country. The natives who were 
displaced were not in a stage of development 
that would soon have produced the phe
nomena of production that were witnessed 
here after a few centuries. Therefore the 
character of the people who displaced the 
red Indians must be given a great part of the 
credit; for the rich resources of this country 
were no less present to the aboriginals than 
to the Europeans who displaced them. 

Nevertheless the presence of diversified and 
rich resources was necessary to support the 
productive system that was launched as time 
went by. 

The settlers had a strong penchant for 
freedom and established a system of gov
ernment that incorporated freedom as the 
very essence of its genius. That this was 
a basic ingredient of success of the system 
may be concluded from the settlement of 
other areas of the world equally endowed 
with natural resources by people who estab-

lished different systems of government or 
if they modeled their organic law after ours 
and hailed freedom as an ideal veered se
riously from its mandates in practice. None 
of these countries achieved the productive 
apparatus devised in this country, even 
though they had the example before them 
for some decades. 

We may therefore set down freedom and 
a government that in practice accepted the 
restraints of power as constituent and es
sential elements of the combination that led 
to industrial and agricultural supremacy. 

If we cast about for other elements that 
were indispensable we will recognize initia
tive and self-propulsion as characteristic 
companions of the long period of our de
velopment and accumulation. These were 
but reflections of the motivating forces at 
work; namely, reasonable assurance that the 
enterpriser, developer, and exploiter would 
enjoy the fruits of his visions, labors, and 
efforts. There are those who think that this 
assurance was overdone. Yet, to build pro
ductive empires needed not only vision, reso
lution, courage, and aggressiveness but also 
ambition and a strong ego. To convert a 
continent of mountains and vast ranges of 
prairies, forests, and streams, into a tame 
urbanity in a matter of 150 years needed 
men of acumen and strong inclination, who 
used as grist the ruder characteristics of the 
frontier and the rougher qualities of the 
untamed. 

They smote savages and mountains and 
·drilled through both, deflowered the forests 
and dammed the rivers, connected the plains 
with iron and plowed deep the virgin soil. 
This they did and they built cities and laid 
the groundwork for a culture and civiliza
tion that ironically enough takes their work 
for granted or even despises them for their 
rude strength and want of savoir faire . To 
be sure, they were not idle boulevardiers or 
cynical drones. 

Very well, the land, the soil and the forests, 
the plains and the streams were rich in po
tentia-l products. The settlers were people 
who were already inured to hardship, dis
ciplined in their own fatherlands or mother
lands by the ice of winter to stand against 
privation and to look ahead and to worry; 
yes, to worry whether the provender from the 
sparse harvests would carry through the win
ter or whether the specter of want would 
pursue them before the sun again turned to
ward the meridian for enough warmth to 
kindle new buds and seeds put in the earth 
for new harvests. 

Searching for freedom and thereafter 
schooled to the marrow in freedom and 
jealous of its blessings; then devising and 
building a government designed to preserve 
freedom and to respect mutual rights; and 
accepting the responsibilities and restraints 
of self-government, yet giving to individual 
competence, skill and capability (with some 
exceptions) full leash to prove and estab
lish themselves and to build private empires: 
these assets, too, our people had-and a 
strong faith. 

Yet it will be quickly discerned that even 
this rare combination was not enough. A 
complicated machine has many vital parts; 
without the proper functioning of one part 
among them it will squeak, grate, rattle, or 
falter. We learned on the way, after the 
Civil War, that the tendency to monopoly 
was contrary to the function that we fore
saw or sensed for our economy; namely, the 
furnishing of more goods to more people 
who previously had not enjoyed them, i.e., 
a proliferation and extension of the means 
of meeting more and more of the secondary 
human needs. Monopoly power could and 
probably would stand in the way. 

The concept of competition answered to 
the quest. Competition would keep produc-

tive efforts at their highest and the flow 
of goods to consumers at its greatest volume. 
Soon we learned, however, that competition 
as competition was not the total equation: 
the competition must be fair. We supple
mented the Sherman Anti-Trust Act of 1890 
with the Clayton and the Federal Trade 
Commission Acts and other legislation. The 
purpose was not merely to keep industry 
doing ita best but also to make sure that the 
lower costs achieved through installation of 
laborsaving devices and machinery would be 
passed on to the consumers. In so doing, 
however, we did not endorse cutthroat com
petition. 

It soon became clear that low prices of 
themselves will not assure an absorbent mar
ket for a mountainous volume of goods 
pushed out willy-nilly from production lines. 
The market must have purchasing power. 
Henry Ford is often credited with percep
tion of this fact-something that now seems 
obvious. He instituted the $5 per day wage 
to demonstrate his faith. A people armed 
with good purchasing power could be con
verted into a mammoth market if the right 
product were offered at the right price. 

This concept took hold and our production 
broke all known bounds; but in 1929 as a 
result of the distortions of war and unwise 
postwar operations here and abroad we suf
fered a spectacular crash. The depression 
following the crash led to much regulatory 
legislation and the institution of govern
mental controls in areas that were previously 
free of them. In many instances the legis
lation led to increasing costs and less com
petitive flexibility . One order of legisla
tion, however, was in keeping with the genius 
of our system. It bolstered the mass-pro
duction, :m,ass-consumption concept by re
moving wages (the most important support 

. of the mass market) from the ravages of un
fair competition. The most important of 
these was the minimum wage law. Outlaw
ing of child labor was another. The tariff 
was alre~dy standard equipment as an out
ward defense against low-wage competition. 

If purchasing power were undermined by 
employers who paid relatively low wages, as 
it would be but for the requirement of fair
ness of competition in the wage field, an im
portant support of our uniquely productive 
system would have failed. Goods would 
have crowded our warehouses and shelves 
while facing a sluggish market. By intro
ducing the element of fairness into wage 
competition as it had already been intro
duced into the field of industrial competi
tion, the way was open for expansion of 
purchasing power, not only as the population 
grew, but hand in hand with the productive 
magic of our technology. The cross-fertili
zation acted as a catalyst; i.e., higher wages 
enriched the market while costs were low
ered through technology. This in turn in
creased the output of goods at still lower 
costs thus opening a yet broader market. 
Previr:>usly the lagging of wages always 
meant the overaccumulation of inventories. 
or stock to the point of a breakdown. Con
sumption lagged and an economic crisis was 
frequently the result (with the help of other 
factors). 

Yet, the self-propelling feature that was 
characteristic of our system needed some
thing more, something already mentioned, 
i.e., the magnetic drawing force of profits 
as a reward for success. To repeat, some 
have said that this reward was overdone but 
the men of enterprise needed something to 
draw them on, something to sustain their 
hopes in the dark beginnings of a new in
dustry or a new product, and something to 
justify their chafing disappointments and 
discouraging setbacks as they sought the key 
to a market that was thought or hoped to 
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be there waiting for them. These men were 
not artists, musicians or poe_ts who might be 
satisfied with the plaudits of their viewers, 
hearers, or readers. 

After all, there was no special honor in 
being known as a leading sardine canner or 
maker of rubber tires or talking machines. 
Also there was no lasting esthetic satisfac
tion to be gained from contemplation of an 
accumulation of shovel handles or brooms 
turned out by the thousands. The reward 
must be more robust. 

The manufacturer is no dilettante or vir
tuoso and must often come to terms with 
the very entrails of production, not always 
pleasant, wherein the processes of tearing, 
crushing, boiling, shredding, rasping, ~utting, 
stripping, or melting encompass a raw real
ism that sometimes suffuses the atmosphere 
with special stench, noise, heat, clatter, dust, 
and unrelieved grimness in general. The 
bright products that emerge and give the 
glitter and gilding to our civilization were 
unrecognizable in the bowels of the factories 
and mills, in the course of the processes 
that smelted out the dross, dissolved raw 
stock; pressed, extruded or twisted malleable 
compounds or leeched this material and that 
out of its original crudeness with hostile and 
caustic liquids. To court this sort of world 
calls for a species of nerves and sensory in
sulation not given to everyone, plus a tangi
ble incentive. Between the esthetic world 
and the processors of the goods that delight 
the esthetes there is no early or natural 
affinity. The latter often express their hos
tility while the former simply endure it. 

Yet it is the uninspiring acts of travail 
and parturition that set before u.s most of 
the esteemed goods that we all, esthetes 
and commonalty, consume. As the child 
takes for granted the delights of toys, the de
licious magic of varied candles, or the sheen 
and freshness of new-bought items, so are 
consumers inclined to take for granted the 
great array of goods in the show windows, 
the showcases, on the floors and on the 
shelves. All manner of desires and needs 
are excited by these goods, but little thought 
is given to the effort involved in producing 
them. Window shoppers· spend their 
budgets many times over in their roaming 
fancies, usually admiring the goods that are 
out of their financial reach. In their un
thinking wonderment they do provide a 
measure of the unsated potential demand 
that greater purchasing power would bring 
to life. 

The teasing through displays goes on, 
guided by the designers and manufacturers 
who have mastered the techniques of pro
duction and management and are now seek
ing their justification at the far end; namely, 
consumer demand, which they seek to excite. 
Without consumer acceptance the producers 
could not live. Their initial incentive, 
profit, would not be fulfilled. Thus the con
sumers are used in turn as guides to point 
the way to further production. 

As there are many failures of productive 
enterprise because of misreading of consum
er desires, poor management, etc., the abun
dance nevertheless achieved by our eco
nomic system, not only in gadgets and 
gew-gaws but in the solid appurtenances of 
civilization, represents a tribute both to the 
fortitude and persistence of the enterprisers 
in seeking consumer preferences and the 
power of incentive. 

Erosion of this incentive (i.e., profit, 
status, and power) would therefore be ex
pected to produce negative and regressive 
consequences. Since the incentive <;>f profits 
has provided the element of self-propulsion 
of our system, for which no satisfactory sub
stitute has yet been found, its function 
should be taken seriously. It is not simply 
a callous motive, although it often lends 

~tself to callousness, but represents a mag
netism that finds .a deep affinity in -hum~n 
character; and instead o:t being maligned 
and despised it should be studied and re
fined. .There is an unspoken as well as 
articulate sentiment in this country, alluded 
to above, that holds our productive system 
in contempt, as something crass, ugly. cold, 
or even offensjve. Such sentiment, often 
held by people who would not soil their 
hands of expose their sensibilities to the 
unavoidable offensive aspects of manufactur
ing processes, is apparently blind to the 
distance our industry has already moved, 
not only in providing means of filling needs 
and deslre3 of a large population, far beyond 
anything accomplished elsewhere, but mov
ing increasingly toward the satisfaction of 
.the secondary needs and desires, always 
with progressive (if· seemingly slow) refine
ment, of more and more people. Indeed 
the degree to which this is accomplished 
measures the attainment of productive civi
lization. 

Finally, the combination of factors here 
paraded, still leaves out of account the cru
_cial characteristic that is seated in the na
ture of deinand itself. 

It is sometimes assumed that demand is 
indefinitely expansible. Much mischief may 
result from this error. The demand for 
rice or wheat or any of the staples, such 
as salt, sugar, milk, eggs, meat, etc., is b'io
logically limited by the number of stomachs 
possessed by the population. This is nor
mally one per persor.. In a country that is 
not underfed, the magnitude of demand for 
these and similar products is limited by 
the number of people. · 
. No productive system such as the American 
could be built on a foundation of staple 
products for which the demand is quite 
static. Most of these items lle in the field 
of necessities and fall into the area of pri
mary needs. Much of agricultural activity 
is devoted to production of such goods. Spe
cialty crops, such · as tree nuts, strawberries, 
melons, artichokes, and spices, are exceptions. 

Demand for staple goods is characteris
tically inelastic; i.e., it does not oscillate 
much with price changes. 

There is, however, a class of demand that 
is amazingly expansible. This lies in the 
field of secondary needs and desires. Such 
demand is usually elastic, meaning that it!'! 
volume is sensitive to price changes. This 
is readily understandable when we reflect 
that disposable income for items beyond the 
necessities will only reach so far. If prices 
go up while income remains the same, some 
purchases must be sacrificed, whereas if 
prices fall, more goods can be bought. The 
sacrificial items will fall largely into the 
luxury or near-luxury field; and it is these 
that will be bought more freely if prices fall 
or if income rises while prices remain steady 
or rise less rapidly than income. 

This is preeminently the field that pro
vided the soil for magnification of the Amer
ican productive system. The attack was on 
two fronts (1) reduction of costs in relation 
to the mass income and (2) increase in the 
volume of such income. This was accom
pllshed in the manner already described. 

If an enterpriser had before him an inven
tion or a product for which the demand was 
unknown, he was faced with a difficult prob
lem, mostly financial in character. How test 
demand? Demand might appear to be very 
cold and unresponsive if the cost of the prod
uct was too high wl}.ile it might burst into 
a bonanza if the price were brought down 
sufficiently; but how sense this latent re
sponse? The solution to the problem called 
for a strong faith, much patience and forti
tude---and money. How bring down the 
price? This would require new machinery 
and special equipment. Who would provide 

this on a gamble that the lower cost would 
tap a rewarding market? Money is some
.times· bold but it is not always on the prowl 
for palpable risks. It is easily scared off. 
The sources of its timidity are many. Risk is 
nevertheless often taken if a handsome re
-ward looms as a fair probability. 

If this probability of a reward is offset by 
external circumstances or if the magnitude 
of the probable reward is not heartlifting, the 
risks and agonizing uncertainties wm hardly 
be assumed. Yet again if the outlook is that 
the reward will be greatly reduced (possibly 
by governmental action, such as taxation or 
onerous regulation) or that conditions un
favorable to further success will likely arise, 
a hesitancy that will sap the vigor of venture 
will spread. 

.It was Jn the production of goods with an 
elastic demand that American industrial su
premacy found its cradle. Since, however, 
such goods could be and were also produced 
in other countries without duplicating the 
highly productive American economy, it fol
lows that elasticity of demand of itself did 
not generate the American leadership, even .tf 
it was an indispensable ingredient. 

The OECD (Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development) in a report 
of April 1962, more nearly laid its finger on 
the spot. It said: 

"The first and basic condition for growth 
is that private firms should want to grow, 
and this, in turn depends on their having 
confidence. 

"They need to be confident that they w1ll 
be able to dispose of increases in output at 
a profit." 

This is a statement that implies under
-standing of the function of profits in a cap
itallstic economy and no less the essential 
role played by confidence in such a system. 

The American system, more than any 
other, spread its ventures into all fields of 
production supported by confidence that 
profits would smile at the end of the road 
if the consumer were approached with a suit
able product at an attractive price. Unques
tionably the ground on the way was strewn 
with failures, more numerous by far than 
the successes. Yet, self-confidence and a 
knack for business in a variety of men, kept 
the ventures flowing. 

Enough of them flourished to act as ex
amples to others, and the ranks did not thin 
out but were everywhere replenished and 
kindled anew. 

What was it in the very makeup of goods 
that opened consumers' pocketbooks? The 
necessities, to be sure, came first, but the 
great proliferation of goods that in their 
making employed millions of workers, was 
not found in this field. It was found in 
goods that consumers desired but did not 
need, or did not need in the qualities in 
which they bought them or in the refined 
state or quality that they preferred. A pair 
of shoes may be a pair of shoes, but milady 
does not merely seek a foot cover but much 
else beside, in a variety of forms. Imme
diately such demand, if supported by cash, 
or credit, jumps the biological limit of two 
feet per person by introducing variety, style, 
hues and tints to match this or that design, 
etc., into this lowly appurtenance of living. 
At the same time the primary need is con
verted into the secondary. Some consumers 
make do with two or three pairs of shoes, 
possibly of the same color, while others 
would feel poor and bereft with less than 
a dozen pairs or a score in a variety of styles, 
colors, and stitches. 

Undoubtedly the automobile embodies the 
supreme example, not only of the genius of 
the American productive system, in which it 
was a pioneer, but also of the inner possi
bilities and peculiarities of consumer 
demand. · 
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The automoblle has the advantage of being 

supremely useful while at the same time 
serving other human cravings, weaknesses, 
or inclinations. Aa a useful vehicle it rep
resents a means of locomotion, taking ma.n 
off his feet, as did- and does the horse; 
and it bears burdens. Locomotion repre
sents a prlma.ry need and the automobile 
was superior to the equine form of this com
modity both · In terms ·of speed and the 
poundage it could carry. 

This combination would possibly have 
given us ·uttle more than the automotive 
truck; but the automobile had other ad
vantages, real or spurious. It not only 
moved faster currently than the horse but 
promised to go faster and faster with im
provements in the motor. This fact alone 
gave the vehicle ·an enviable claim on the 
pocketbook. Americans had an inborn de
sire to move faster no less than to break 
previous records. · 

Equine beauty may be of a high order if 
.special care is blended with breeding but the 
ordinary horse presented no great esthetic 
phenomenon whlle the automobile could be 
designed to combine speed with handsome 
features (although it must be admitted in 
retrospect that automobile designers in the 
early years did not, contrary to the opinion 
of the time, bit profusely on beautiful form). 

Since the automobile was never cheap, 
ownership set the owner apart from those 
who continued in a pedestrian status, and 
beyond that, it separated the owner of a 
prestige car from those who must be satis
fied with a fiivver or a jalopy. · 

This ingredient of ownership was invalu
able as a sales lure and as an advertising 
symbol; ·and it came to be exploited severely. 
Since the automobile was not cheap but very 
desirable, a sharp reduction in costs would 
open a gold mine. To the manufacturers it 
was like striklng at a baseball with bases 
loaded. A home run would deliver the thrill 
of a jackpot. Money would roll over the 
gunwales to the floor. Here was a product 
that had an admirable combination of assets 
that fitted it to the mission of bellwether 
of the American system. The demand was 
elastic and therefore could be expanded and 
proliferated if the r.ight key were used .. 

Either actually or bY. legend Henry Ford 
(once more) perceived the golden ore that 
lay below the surface of ordinary purchasing 
power, if he but had the wit to mine it. He 
discovered that the best implement was a 
low price and used it. It did wonders; but 
he could n .ot have done it with butter or 
eggs, wheat flour or beef-i.e .• not in the 
sense of laying a foundation for an industry 
that in turn generated and heavily sup
ported other blg Industries. such· as petro
leum, iron and steel, rubber. glass. repair 
shops. garages, filling stations. :finance _com
panles, not to mention mortuaries. 

Between automobiles on the one end and 
silk hats and carlllons or sweet potatoes and 
onions, eggs and butter on the other. there 
are many gradations of potential consumer 
demand. Not all fields are equally attractive. 
Some are very limited, pedestrian, and even 
dead or moribund. Others offer veritable 
fortunes to bright and energetic enter
prisers. Yet, all segments are under- con
stant probe by some bright or desperate 
entrepreneur who seeks not only a liveli
hood but may also be on the lookout for an 
upgoing elevator or at least an escalator to 
carry him to greater heights: this, so long 
as the outlook is considerably better than 
the security of working for the Government 
or a large corporation. These ambitious 
enterprisers of many llk are the original 
breeders of employment. 

In recent years the quest for lower costs, 
ao ~tlal to penetration and holdi~ of a 
market, has rut. so hard in the old estab-

lished industries that jobs have been faliing 
by the wayside in one industry after another 
even as more goods come tumbling trom the 
production lines; and our plowboys are being 
decimated by our agricultural em.ciency and 
turned into tractor riders or city slickers. 
This means that too many are ·looking for 
too few jobs. 

Even the packagers, freezers, slicers, pre
cookers, etc., who have gone far to replace 
the housewives who in turn have deserted the 
kitchen for the omce and factory, have not 
filled the gap. These caterers to convenience 
employ such highly productive methods that 
one worker does the work of a dozen or a 
score of housewives, all the while working 
less than half as haid. 

The lag of employment in this country is 
very serious and will become worse as more 
men are disgorged from employment and 
whole new armies of war babies come 
knocking on the doors of the employment 
otnces. 

What then has happened to the vaunted 
American industrial system? Has lt be
come too e1ftcient or is it getting old and 
amtcted with hardening arteries, conserva
tism and timidity? Many are tempted to 
say the latter; but the characterization is 
solidly belied by many visible phenomena. 
Mechanical, chemical and other technological 
e1ftciency is displacing workers very rapidly 
in some industries and other pursuits, such 
as coal Il:\lning and agriculture while output 
rises. Without progressive emciency this 
would not happen. Therefore the indict
ment of inemciency fans. 

There is another measUre of the stamina 
of our industry that negates the c_harge of 
anemia. Tbls is foreign investment and ex
pansion of American busine~ activity 
abroad. In this country outlays for new 
plant and equipment in the manufacturing 
industries decllned 6 percent. between 1957 
and 1962 whereas in the foreign field they 
expanded at a Uvely rate. Output of u.s.
owned companies in Europe increased 70 
percent in 1961 over 1957, compared with 
only a 6-percent rise in volume of manu
facturing and mining production in this 
country from 1955 to 1961. 

Employment in this ·country shifted heav
ily into the service trades, professions, com
mercial and governmental activities .. partic
ularly State and local government between 
1950 and 1960. Since 1957 Investment in 
these fields, such as insurance, banking, real 
estate, wholesale and retail trade, increased 
so percent. That is also where employment 
since 1950 increased faster than population 
growth. Again, it is an area that is not 
damaged by import competition. In other 
words, while manufacturing, mining and 
agriculture, aU of them confronting import 
competition or subject to it. were releasing 
workers, nonmanufacturing employment 
rose, but yet not sumclently to offset the de
clines elsewhere. The- result has been a 
stubborn residual unemployment. 

Our problem quite surely is not inem
ciency; nor is it entrepreneurial anemia. 
Our industries are producing abundantly and 
many of them have idle capacity. 

Why then do we not grow as fast as some 
other countries and In any case not fast 
enough to employ the unemployed? The 
latter is the real question, because Europe 
and Japan represent rather special cases. 
Their burst of speed was delayed about 10 
years behind our feverish postwar activity; 
an~ they built more modern plants than 
ours to replace bombed-out facllities and ob
solete plants. Their gain in productivity 
was phenomenal but readily explained. We 
were already far ahead; and they too will 
ca.tch up with the pent-up· war demand even 
as we did. · 

Taxes are mentioned as restraints on in
dustrial activity; and the complaint un
doubtedly has merit. High wages and high 
profits are also cited, but they do in any 
event provide purchasing power. In some 
industries rates of profit, moreover, are de
clining. This fact is widely and properly re
garded as detracting from incentive to 
growth and expansion. 

Yet there is an obvious element of indus
trial discouragement that is seldom cited if 
not ignored altogether. This is rising im
port competition, stlmulated by the national 
policy of tariff reduction. The far-reaching 
effect of this policy in stitllng growth and 
expansion while encouraging laborsaving in
stallations and automation as a means of 
remaining competitive, has not been o1ftcially 
recognized. Rather, there persists a wholly 
irrational obstinacy against entertainment 
of the subject. 

The effects of the policy are becoming 
yearly more obtrusive. Scores of our indus
tries have been browbeaten and intimidated 
into silence or acceptance of a fate they know 
to be regressive, by a stubborn and egregious 
o1ftcial wrongheadedness. 

We witness hundreds of our firms invest
ing billions of dollars in enterprises overseas 
for no reason other than the more favorable 
outlook for profits abroad. No surer barom
--eter reading is. needed. The signals proclaim 
the tragic fallacy of our policy; and we wm 
persist in it at our national economic peril. 

The problem of unemployment in the face 
of galloping technology has indeed been rec
ognized; but an almost pathological shrink
Ing from hard realities has marked the om
cia! reaction. 

Unless steps that conform to the genius 
of the American system are taken the reme
dies will aggravate the problem. An in
crease in employment, for example, that is 
achieved through spot or ad hoc pumped
in money will be temporary. Pump priming 
cannot succeed by Itself because it does 
not shift the se~-pfopelling mechanlsm of 
our system into gear. It is therefore good 
as long as it lasts and no more, unless it -is 
accompanied "by other corrections that do 
restore the self-propelling mechanism to 
health. 

"nle ·profit system, ~ a system, also will 
not come to the rescue. It ts· a question of 
the . climate in which it is to. operate. Our 
system .Is not one that can constantly be 
discouraged, handcuffed, confronted with a 
nagging hostUity. represston and grudging 
toleration, and yet be expected to function 
bountifully. Prosperity cannot be imposed 
on our economy for this reason. It must be 
induced. by looking to the climate. 

The profit system can again, as it has in 
the past, unlock and liberate productive and 
managerial energies that ~annot be .reached 
or ignlted by discontinuous projects de
pende~t upon legislative appropriations. 
There is no likeness between such e1forts 
to impose .prosperity and the Promethean 
magnetism that draws forward from ahead. 
The one . is a dead hand; the other repre
sents the beckoning future. If that future 
is attractive no whip is needed. There is no 
future; no amount of either sticks or carrots 
will beget sustained locomotion. 

.Ainerlca.n capital produced expansion, 
growth, and employment ·because vast po
tentials lay before many enterprises. The 
fortunes of these enterprises (with a few 
notable exceptions such as land grants to 
ra.llroads) did not rely on doles of public 
money dependent in· turn on legislative senti
ment. They prospered because the way was 
open for a. $500 enterprise to grow lnto a 
million or a billion dollar operation, not in
deed tomOlToW, but in a generation. RamJ.-
1lcattons and growth were not· only pos-
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sible but beckoned to those who had the 
vision and the necessary qualities to ful
fill it. 

The real magnet was the prospects of an 
expansive profit, not merely on one large 
transaction, such as building a dam or some 
other publlc work, but through a continu
ing and indefinite future. 

Today actual and prospective import com
petition is closing the door to the type of ex
pansion that is most prolific in generating 
jobs. This is industrial expansion, not public 
works or foreign trade. In 1940 the ratio of 
industrial, mining and agricultural jobs to 
nonproductional jobs was 1 to 1. By 1950 
this ratio had grown to 1 to 1.5 while by 1960 
it had risen to 1 to 2. In other words one 
job at production now supports two non
productional jobs;_ and the trend is st111 up
ward. The best employment seed is therefore 
the production job. Each gives rise to two 
others, with prospects of progressive future 
expansion. 

Imports of finished products represent the 
poorest job-seeds. Raw-product imports are 
better, but only if they do not displace raw 
products produced in this country. If they 
compete directly they displace domestic pro
duction and do not add to employment in 
this country. 

Exports consisting of manufactured prod
ucts do represent as good employment-gen
erating activity as production for the do
mestic market, and in the past our exports 
consisted principally of such goods. 

In recent years, however, our imports have 
come to consist increasingly of finished 
manufactures and manufactured foodstuffs 
while the trend in our exports has been in 
the opposite direction, finished products 
representing a declining share. 

These trends, which may be expected to 
continue, represent for us a losing game in 
terms of employment. Foreign trade is not 
our economic forte. 

Yet, the impact of import competition on 
our economy is much more negative and 
repressive in other respects. The difficulty 
comes from pitching our system against out
side systems that have not in the past or 
do not even now obey the economic man
dates of our system, such as fair competi
tion, both in industry and in wages, preven
tion of monopoly, achievement of a high 
mass purchasing power through high wages, 
freedom of enterprise, etc. Some countries 
appear to be following in our footsteps bUt 
their lower starting point, particularly in 
point of wages, confronts us with great 
difficulties. 

We face several other stubborn difficulties. 
Our industry cannot be driven to do what 
comes naturally to it in the right climate. 
This is the same as saying that if the climate 
is not right our system will not behave in 
the manner that brought it world leadership. 
If the climate is right it will move ahead. 

Do we lack products of the kind that gave 
to our system its many sprouting and 
spreading branches? Is all demand for all 
products saturated? Of course not. We 
have only to glance at the window shoppers 
to answer such questions. 

Something else then must hinder the op
eration of the system. 

An entrepreneur in the past could be quite 
confident that if he launched a new product 
for which there was an elastic demand he 
would be handsomely repaid if he found the 
mechanical means of reducing the costs to 
the common pocketbook level. If the intro
duction of laborsaving machinery at first dis
placed a number of workers, the lower price 
opened more than enough new demand tore
hire the displaced workers. In a few years 
he doubled or tripled his work force. In 10 
years he might have a payroll of 10 or 20 
times the original. 

If he found a way to reduce radically the 
cost of producing an existing product for 
which there was a greater potential demand 
if the price were sufficiently reduced, he 
might perform a similar employment feat. 
After first laying off workers he might in a 
few years' time recoup his work force and 
hire still more hands, perhaps many more. 

The difference between the employment 
potentials in enterprises built around pro
duction of consumer goods, which if success
ful reverberate through the capital goods in 
the form of more demand on them-the dif
ference between such developments and pub
lic works as generators of jobs for the pres
ent and the future, must be obvious. 

Since the mid-1950's this pa;ttern has been 
shattered in this country, with the exception 
of a handful of growth industries, such as 
electronics, aircraft, plastics, synthetics, bio
logicals, certain types of machinery, etc. 

The established industries have moved 
backwards in terms of employment even 
while increasing output. A dozen leading in
dustries during the 1950-60 decade reduced 
employment of production workers by 1,-
056,000. This means that technologically 
they have advanced. In point of employ
ment, however, they have shrunk. The surge 
of demand that would have been expected 
in the past, calling for expansion of the work 
force, has not in many important industries 
come to the rescue. 

The technological efforts were more nega
tive than positive. They represented efforts 
to remain competitive with imports. They 
were not in response to a buoyant confidence 
that saw in the future a burst of demand 
that would swallow a large increase in out
put year after year. Instead the industries 
had seen their future field of demand in
vaded by imports that boasted the advantage 
derived t:rom lower wage costs. These lower 
wage costs lying beyond our legislative con
trol, were of the kind that had been regarded 
as competitively unfair in this country and 
had been outlawed through minimum wage 
and similar legislation to avoid shrinkage ot 
mass purchasing power. 

Little wonder then that the technological 
improvements that were insituted in recent 
years, while indeed displacing workers, did 
not produce the happy results of the past. 
An element that we could not reach (lower 
foreign wages) was in the field and we had 
dismantled our defenses or protection 
against it. Imported goods were supplying 
the increased demand that responded to 
lower prices and our industries were left with 
net displacement of workers. The backwash 
of newly opened demand that would have 
called for hiring more and more workers did 
not rise to a swelling tide. It was despoiled 
by imports. 

Under these circumstances whence could 
come the confidence that the industries 
would "be able to dispose of increases in 
output at a profit?" (OECD quotation.) 

It could come only if there were assurance 
that if operations were expanded or a new 
product launched the market would respond 
favorably. Such assurance cannot be given 
if imports have already demonstrated their 
capacity to capture a growing share of the 
market and, moreover, have access to greater 
shares of the market virtually without 
further restriction. 

Indeed, today, under the provisions of the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962, the domestic 
market outlook for industry after industry 
is not only bleak so far as holding the 
present share of the market is concerned, 
but forbidding so far as any expansion plans 
that would be of sufficient magnitude to help 
employment is concerned. 

This would be true even if taxes were 
reduced both for the purpose of expanding 
consumer spending and industrial expan-

sion. If consumers gain a greater disposa
ble income they will as readily buy imports 
as the products of domestic industry-often 
more readily because of the cost-conscious 
nature of elastic demand. Therefore the 
market for competing domestic goods would 
not flourish sufficiently to increase employ
ment appreciably. 

Moreover, the confidence-dampening spec
ter of a market contest with goods that do 
not bear the burdens of costs (i.e., imports), 
will not have been lifted from our manu
facturers. 

The genius of the American productive 
system which has provided unprecedented 
abundance, demands recognition of the con
ditions that gave it birth, nourished it and 
swept it to great heights. It cannot survive 
half tntimidated, half free. It can llve with 
domestic curbs and regulations within rea
son but it cannot surmount a paralysis of 
its incentive. That is what an invitation 
to rising competitive imports produces. 
These are already hitting at our leading 
labor-intensive industries, i.e., those heavi
est in employment, while our automating 
industries, facing the same dismal prospect, 
are investing heavily overseas rather than 
here. 

Even our growth industries such as elec
tronics (TV, computers, etc.), synthetic 
fibers, plastics, antibiotics, aluminum, pleas
ure water craft, household appliances, etc., 
to which we have looked for employment 
that exceeds population growth ca.n them
selves no longer look forward with bold con
fidence to an expanding market when im
ports, usually with clear cost advantage, 
intrude upon the scene to spoil the market's 
promise. Seeing their market's bright future, 
such as would entice greater outlays, greatly 
bedimmed, these industries become victims 
of caution one by one. The old assurance of 
the past that lower costs would tap a re
warding consumer response is now the 
special stimulus to imports since they can 
undersell us. They gobble up a great part 
of the demand thus awakened and leave our 
industries with such little room for expan
sion that employment is boosted very llttle, 
if at all. Thus is lost the very matrix of 
our former self-propelling expansion. 

This matrix must be restored nat only to 
our growth industries if they are to continue 
their upward career, but to the old estab
lished industries to prevent their progressive 
employment shrinkage; and the hand of as
surance that our system previously extended, 
not by way of help but through a conducive 
climate, to new industries must again be 
held out not only to new industries but to 
those not yet born if we are to recoup our 
lost ground. 

The point of no return is not far distant. 
Therefore, early action is imperative. 

Great segments of the American produc
tive economy face a barren outlook for 
domestic expansion. A veritable pall has 
been lowered over the scene by abandon
ment of the unique American formula of 
economic growth. This formula must be 
restored. 

Action should include an immediate 5-
year moratorium on further tariff cuts such 
as were authorized in the Trade Expansion 
Act of 1962. 

Second, our future policy should hold 
tariff reductions to 25 percent in 10 years 
or not over 2¥.z percent per year. 

Third, a true remedy for the serious in
juries caused by past tariff reductions should 
be provided. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted tO Mr. FINNEGAN <at 
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the request of Mr: RosTEHKOWSKI). for Clerk for printing and referenc-e tO the 
the balance of the week, on account of proper calendar. as follows: 
illness. Mr. BIIMPHILL: Co:mmittee on Interstate 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
add1·ess the House. following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. EDMONDSoN. for 30 minutes, on 
Tuesday, June 25. 

Mr. MooRE <at the request of Mr. 
RouDEBUSH), for 60 minutes, on June 24, 
1963. 

Mr. ToLLEFSON, for 30 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, pennission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcoRD. or to revise and extend remarks. 
was granted to: 

Mr. FINO. 
Mr. ALGER and to .include extraneous 

matter. 
Mr. NELSEN to revise and extend his re

marks on House Joint Resolution 247 and 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. SAYLOR to include extraneous mat
ter in his remarks made today. 

ADJOURNMENT 

and. Foreign Commerce. H.R. 5445. A bill 
to amend the lntersta te Commerce Act. to 
permit freight forwarders to acquire other 
carriers subject to such act, to place such 
transactions · under the provisions of sec
tion 5 of such act, and for other purposes; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 421). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government 
Operations. House Resolution 372. Res
olution disapproving the Reorganization 
Plan No. 1 of 1963; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 422). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 2221. A bill to provide for 
the free entry of a mass spectrometer for 
the use of Stanford University, Stanford, 
Calif., with amendment (Rept. No. 423). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 2675. A bill to extend for 3 
years the period during which certain tan
ning extracts, and extracts of hemlock or 
eucalyptus suitable for use for tanning, may 
be imported free of duty; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 424). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, 
that the House do now adjourn. 

I move Means. H.R. 3272. A bill to provide for the 
free entry of an orthicon image assembly for 

The motion was agreed to; according
ly (at 5 o'clock and 17 minutes p.m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs
day, June 20, 1963, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as 
follows: 

946. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting amend
ments to the budget for water resources 
projecta for the fiscal year 1964 involving a 
net decrease in the amount of $360,000 (H. 
Doc. No. 125): to the Committee on Ap
propriations and ordered to be printed. 

947. A letter from. the Associate Adminis
trator, Foreign Agricultural Service, U.S. 
Depa.rtment of Agriculture, transmitting a 
report on title I, Public Law 480, agreements 
concluded during May 1963, pursuant to Pub
lic Law 85-128; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

948. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
on certain deficiencies in the negotiation 
and administration of concession contracts 
for national park areas under the jurisdic
tion or the National Park. Service, Depart
ment of the Interior~ to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

949. A letter from. the Assistant Secretary 
or the Interior, transmitting a draft of a. 
proposed bill entitled "A bill to ratify cer
tain conveyances of land on the Crow Indian 
Reservation": to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

the use of the Medical College of Georgia, 
Augusta, Ga.; without amendment (Rept. No. 
425) . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 5712. A bill to suspend for a. 
temporary period the import duty on hepta
noic acid; without amendment (Rept. No. 
426). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 6011 . . A bill to continue for a 
temporary period the existing suspension of 
duty on certain istle or Tampico fiber; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 427). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Government 
Operations. H.R. 5171. A bill to authorize 
the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration to coordinate and otherwise 
provide for the economic and efficient pur
chase, lease, maintenance, operation, and 
utilization of electronic data processing 
equipment by Federal departments and agen
cies; with amendment (Rept. No. 428). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government 
Operations. Fifth report on common trust 
funds-overlapping responsibllity and con
flict in regulations; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 429). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ASPINALL (by request) : 
REPORTS OF COM~ES ON PUB

LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS H.R. 7135. A bill to amend the act of Au
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports gust 9, 1955 (69 stat. 618); to the Com

of comin.ittees were delivered to the mtttee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BARRY: 
H.R. 7186. A bill· to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction 
for income tax purposes of expenses incurred 
by an individual for transportation to and 
from work; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FOGARTY: 
· H.R. 7137. A bill to provide for assistance
in the construction and initial operation of 
community health centers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GATHINGS: 
H.R. 7138. A bill for the relief of the St. 

Francis Levee District, Arkansas; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 
H.R. 7139. A bill to authorize appropri

ations for the Atomic Energy Commission in 
accordance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes; to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. LESINSKI: 
H.R. 7140. A bill to amend title 28 of the 

United States Code to allow defendants in 
suits unsuccessfully brought by the United 
States to recover certain costs; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McDADE: 
H.R. 7141. A bill to amend section 6(b) of 

the Area Redevelopment Act to permit the 
10 percent of the financing of industrial 
projects required to be met by a local public 
or semipublic body to be repaid over the 
same period as the Federal share of such 
financing: to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
H.R. 7142. A blll to modify the application 

of section 207 of title 18, United States Code, 
relating to the disqualification of former 
officers and employees in matters connected 
with former duties or official responsibilities; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORRIS: 
H.R. 7143. A bill to determine the rights 

and 'interests of the Navajo Tribe and the 
Ute Mountain Tribe of the Ute Mountain 
Reservation in and to certain lands in the 
State of New Mexico, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. WIDNALL: 
H.R. 7144. A bill to amend title I of the 

Housing Act of 1949 to 11mit the amount of 
noncash grant-in-aid credit for streets to 
that which directly benefits an urban re
newal area, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking and CUrrency. 

H.R. 7145. A bill to amend the District of 
Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945 to pro
vide that the District of Columbia may re
ceive noncash grant-in-aid credits for urban 
renewal projects only on the same basis as 
other municipalities; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. FARBSTEIN: 
H.R.·7146. A bill to protect the right to 

vote in Federal elections free from arbitrary 
discrimination by literacy tests or other 
means; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 7147. A bill to provide !or the issuance 

of a special postage stamp in honor of the 
late Amelia Earhart Putnam; to the Com
mittee on Post Of!lce and Civil Service. 

By ¥r. TOLLEFSON: 
H.R. 7148. A blll to amend section 21 of 

the Merchant Marine Act, 1920, as amended 
( 46 U.S.C. 887), and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. FARBSTE.IN: 
H.J. Res. 490. Joint resolution extending 

an invitation to the International Olympic 
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Committee to hold the 1968 winter Olympic 
games in the United States; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MAcGREGOR: 
H.J. Res. 491. Joint resolution providing 

for the designation of the week commencing 
September 8, 1963, as National Public Works 
Week; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H.J. Res. 492. Joint resolution to author

ize the President to proclaim October 9 in 
each year as Lei! Erikson Day; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.J. Res. 493. Joint resolution to author

ize the President to proclaim the week be
ginning February 10 in each year as National 
Parkinson Week; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: 
H. Con. Res. 183. Concurrent resolution 

relative to the Supreme Court decision on 
the reading of the Bible and offering of 
prayers in the public schools; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. GALLAGHER: 
H. Oon. Res. 184. Concurrent resolution 

:favoring observance on July 4 of each year, 

by the ringing of bells throughout the United 
States, of the anniversary of the signing of 
the Declaration of Independence; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By·Mr. BECKER: 
H. Res. 407. Resolution providing for the 

consideration of the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 9) proposing an amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States pertali1ing to 
the offering of prayers in public schools and 
other public places in the United States; to 
the Coinmittee on Rules. 

By Mr. HORAN: 
H. Res. 408. Resolution creating a Select 

Committee on Fiscal Organization and Pro
cedures of the Congress; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FLOOD: 
H.R. 7149. A bill for the relief of Adaman

tia G. Kounoupis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 7150. A bill for the relief of Alan 

Paley and Dorothy Paley; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
- H.R. 7151. A bill for the relief. ol John R. 
Devereux; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
165. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

Frank c. Balfour, national executive secre
tary, American Right-of-Way Association, 
Los Angeles, Calif., relative to the board of 
directors of the American Right-of-Way AB
sociation being requested by the National 
Utilities and Pipeline Committees to take ac
tive measures in opposition to certain regu
lations governing the use of rights-of-way 
over Federal lands which were issued by the 
Secretary of the Interior and Secretary of 
Agriculture, and published in the Federal 
Register of March 23, 1963, and being in sup
port of equitable revision of certain regula
tions of November 16, 1961, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Marketiag Agent for Public Power in 
Southern Idaho 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. FRANK CHURCH 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, June 19, 1963 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, since 
the announcement that the Bonneville 
Power Administration will replace the 
Bureau of Reclamation as the marketing 
agent for public power in southern Idaho, 
advertisements have appeared in many 
newspapers in Idaho, paid for by the 
private power companies, attacking the 
decision. I ask unanimous consent that 
a statement I have prepared on this sub
ject may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

MARKETING AGENT FOR PUBLIC POWER IN 
SoUTHERN IDAHO 

It is said that BPA power is subsidized, 
or is paid for by tbe taxpayers, and from 
this it is argued that the cheaper rates will 
not really be an advantage to Idahoans. 
This is not so. The BPA rate structure Is 
geared to take care of all operating costs of 
the marketing agency, and to repay the capi
tal costs of the generating and transmission 
facilities, with interest, within a reasonable 
amortization period. Funds accumulated 
for this purpose are now substantially ahead 
of schedule. The law requires that the re
payment schedules must be met, from power 
revenues, in the years ahead. BPA rates are 
cheaper because the giant dams on the 
lower Snake and Columbia generate power 
efficiently, and l:)ecause interest on the 
money to construct them is charged at 
about 3 percent (which is all it c<>sts the 

Government to borrow this money) whereas 
private power companies pay to their stock
holders rates ranging upward from 6 per
cent on the money invested. Anyone who 
has ever made mortgage payments knows 
what a difference it would make to double 
the rate of interest. 

Some say that the private power compa
nies now doing business in southern Idaho 
will be injured. This has not been the case 
in Oregon and Washington, where the pri
vate companies have prospered, while reduc
lrig their rates, in areas long served by BPA. 
There is a reason for this. The private 
companies justify their high rates in Idaho 
by saying that it costs more to deliver power 
to thinly populated areas, and. that they 
could match the performance of the private 
companies in our neighbor States if they 
had large metropolitan areas to serve. 
Perhaps this is true. But BPA will not com
pete directly with the private companies. 
It will sell at reduced rates to the wholesale 
customers now served by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and its lower rates will make 
it possible for large industrial users of elec
tricity to bring their businesses to Idaho. 
This, in turn, will create new customers for 
the private companies, which will continue 
to sell to the new homes and ordinary busi
ness establishments, just as they do now. 
Experience in Oregon and Washington indi
cates that the private companies will then 
be able to reduce their rates, since they will 
be serving more customers in the same area, 
and still make a better profit for their stock
holders. 

It is argued that Idaho citizens will lose 
the taxes now paid by the power companies. 
But the private companies will continue to 
collect taxes from their customers, and pay 
them to local, State, and National govern
ments, just as they do now. With more cus
tomers to collect from, they will pay more 
taxes, not less. 

It is said that the lower BPA rates will not 
actually come to .Idaho, because it will first 
be necessary to construct a transm_ission line 
which the Congress will not approve. This, 
too, is not the whole truth. The co-ops and 
municipalities which are now buying power 
from the Bureau of Reclamation will have 

their rates reduced, by an average of 40 per
cent, just as soon as new contracts can be 
negotiated. BPA does not have one set of 
rates for customers in Oregon and Wash
ington and another for Idahoans. Co-ops, 
municipalities, and industrial users in Idaho 
will be able to buy this power at exactly the 
same rate they would pay if they were located 
next door to one of the big dams on the 
Columbia. BPA absorbs the cost of transmis
sion to remote customers, just as the postal 
service absorbs the higher cost of rural mail 
delivery, from a uniform rate structure. For 
the time being, the power sold in Idaho will 
be the same power heretofore sold by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, which is generated in 
Idaho. The immediate dUference is that the 
rates will be lowered to the BPA scale, and 
all of the revenues of the BPA system will 
be balanced against the cost of generation 
and distribution (which includes the cost 
of present and future reclamation projects 
repayable from power revenues) in Idaho. 
Studies show that new transmission facili
ties can be constructed when needed, and 
paid for, with interest, out of power revenues 
.at the uniform BPA rate. 

It is said that only a few in southern Idaho 
will benefit, and that this will be at the ex
pense of those who still have to buy power 
from the private companies. In the first 
place, the number who Will benefit right 
.away from the lower BPA rate is substan
tial, about 25,000 farm and city families who 
now buy public power through their co-ops 
and city-owned distribution systems. In 
the second place, there will be no expense to 
the customers of the private companies. 
Finally, all who liv:e in southern Idaho will 
eventually benefit, even if they continue to 
buy power from the private companies, 
through the lower rates made possible by 
increased demand, and resulting greater effi
ciency, in the operations o! the private com
panies. 

A few have asserted that there is some
thing socialistic, or even communistic, 
about bringing BP A power to Idaho. Those 
who wlll be customers of the BPA are al
ready buying power from the Government 
through the Bureau of Reclamation. It 
seems hardly necessary to point out that no 
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"step toward socialism" is involved in trans
ferring marketing responsibility from one 
agency of the Federal Government to 
another. 

There are always some who resist change 
and progress, either because they do not un
derstand its implications, or because they 
have been misled into believing that their 
personal interests will be adversely affected. 
No doubt this will be the case, at least for 
a time, with the . extension of the BPA 
marketing area to southern Idaho. I am 
confident, however, that this change will 
have very general approval when the facts 
about it are widely known, and the benefits 
become visible to all. 

Inadequacies in Military Space 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BARRY GOLDWATER 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, June 19, 1963 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
the first Member of this body to call the 
attention of the American people to our 
woeful inadequacies in military space 
was the Senator from Nevada [Mr. CAN
NON]. The axiom that "he who controls 
the air controls the world" can be moved 
up a few hundred miles and changed to 
"he who controls aerospace controls the 
world." 

Ours is a peaceful mission in space ac
cording to the administration but our 
enemy's mission is military. The Sena
tor from Nevada in a recent issue of the 
Saturday Evening Post has written a 
very forceful and penetrating article 
"Are We Being Too Peaceful in Space?" 
I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ARE WE BEING Too PEACEFUL IN SPACE? 
(By Senator HOWARD W. CANNON) 

A perilous notion grips washington-that 
through some sort of gentleman's agreement 
with Russia we can quarantine space, can 
keep it from becoming a theater of war. 
Wishfully the Nation gears its space pro
gram to peaceful purposes, blind to the fact 
that the Russians have no such inhibitions. 
While we dream, the Russians bend every 
effort to develop military space systexns. 
Quite openly they are striving for a decisive 
advantage in that newly penetrated region. 

"Peaceful purposes," the administration 
admits, means "keeping the peace" as well as 
engaging in scientific exploration and in 
commercial activities in space. President 
Kennedy has said we must insure that no 
other nation gains a position in space that 
would threaten our security. And we are 
orbiting numerous unmanned space vehicles 
which could have significant military pur
poses. But the disturbing fact is that we 
continue to put overwhelming emphasis on 
nonmilitary space programs and limit mili

. ta.ry efforts to a small list of defensive pos-
sibilities. 

Elaborate reasons have been advanced for 
pursuing this policy. One used frequently is 
that we might somehow be able to keep space 
out of bounds for active warfare. The theory 

is that, by unilaterally avoiding development 
programs that could make space a combat 
theater in any war, we might induce the 
Russians to follow. suit. This kind of think
ing flies in the face of history. We have gen
erally been able to discourage t4e Russians 
from a course of action only by confronting 
them with impressive deterrent power. 

I see a discomforting parallel between our 
"space is for peace" attitude and our attempt 
from 1958 to 1961, to end competition in 
nuclear weapons by voluntary halting our 
nuclear test program. 

While cobwebs gathered on our test in
stallations in the Nevada desert and the 
Pacific, the Russians blithely went ahead 
with preparations for what was to be the 
most concentrated series of nuclear tests 
that has been held to date. Suddenly, after 
3 years of naive inactivity on our part, the 
Russians broke the gentleman's agreement 
and wiped out much of this Nation's vital 
lead in nuclear technology. 

What makes our wishful thinking in space 
all the more dangerous is that we do not 
enjoy the lead in space that we held in the 
nuclear field. Rather, we are still far behind 
the Soviet in some technical areas with 
enormous military potential. We are still 
handicapped by the inferior thrust of our 
largest rockets. The Russians can hurl 
much larger payloads into orbit, including 
their 50-megaton and 100-megaton bombs. 
We are still nowhere near matching the 
Soviet accomplishment of last summer in 
orbiting two manned Vostok spacecraft with
in a very short distance of one another. The 
date for our first rendezvous of two Gemini 
capsules, it would appear, has just been put 
back to 1965. It will greatly surprise me if 
the Russians have not actually joined two 
spacecraft in flight before this year is out 
and perhaps even transferred the cosmonauts 
flying them. 

The logic of history should be enough to 
convince this Nation that, without an en
forceable treaty limiting space activities--an 
unlikely eventuality-the Russians will do 
everything possible to exploit the military 
uses of space. But we need not content our
selves with the logic of history. Soviet lead
ers, starting with Nikita Khrushchev, have 
given repeated indications that the Soviet 
space program is aimed squarely at attaining 
military dominance in space. 

In a speech delivered in December 1961, 
the Soviet Premier said: "When the im
perialists decide the question of whether or 
not they should unleash war, the 50- and 
100-megaton Soviet bombs will hang over 
their heads like the sword of Damocles." 
Later, in the same speech, he said: "If I 
could send up Gagarin and Titov, we could, 
of course, replace Gargarin and Titov with 
other freight, and land it where we would 
like to land it." 

A second argument for limiting U.S. mili
tary space efforts has to do with the type of 
space threat we tend to think of first: bombs 
in orbit. The nub of this argument is that 
there is no point in anyone putting bombs 
in orbit, or on the moon, because such 
space-based nuclear systems would inevita
bly be costlier, less reliable, and less accu
rate than earth-based systems. 

A big flaw in this reasoning is that it tends 
to view the Russians as mirror images of 
ourselves. I admit I see no immediate need 
for this country to push development of 
orbital bombers, although I do not rule out 
such a need at a later date. But just because 
space-based bombers might not fit our strate
gic needs for the moment, it does not follow 
that they would not fit Soviet ambitions. 
Soviet strategists may well have decided to 
capitalize on their advantages in rocket 
thrust and 100-megaton bombs. 

A limited force of supersatellites carrying 
100-megaton bombs might not be able to 
deliver nuclear blows as discriminatingly or 
efficiently as a bomber-Minuteman-Polaris 
force. Still, for a nation that has shown 
little hesitancy to employ blackmail, a ·satel
lite force might represent a decisive psy
chological weapon. You do not, after all , 
have to shoot something at someone to weak
en him. Think what a psychological advan
tage the Russians would have gained had 
they got away with stationing offensive mis
siles in Cuba. What if they now turned 
around and placed comparable nuclear power 
in orbits not much farther vertically from 
U.S. targets than CUba is from Miami hori
zontally? 

To counter such a move, we might not see 
any gain in orbiting bomb-carrying satellites 
of our own. What we might urgently want 
would be satellites able to rendezvous with 
suspicious Soviet craft, detect whether they 
had weapons on board and, if need be, destroy 
them. 

There are officials who, while granting such 
a possibility, put forward still another argu
ment for deemphasizing military space pro
grams. They are exponents of the so-called 
fallout theory, which runs this way: The 
National Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration (NASA) plans to spend $20 billion 
putting a two-man expedition on the moon 
by 1970. In doing so, the civilian space 
agency will investigate almost every techni
cal aspect of space operations. The De
fense Department needs only to adapt the 
technical "fallout" of this and other NASA 
programs to its own requirements if a So
viet military threat in space materializes. 

This pat theory will not withstand close 
examination. While many requirements for 
space flight apply equally to civilian and 
military operations, there are some unique 
military requirements no amount of civilian 
oriented effort will satisfy. 

Military vehicles must react instantane
ously to enemy thrusts. The launching of 
a scientific vehicle, by contrast, can ordi
narily be delayed to await improvement in 
'the weather or to permit a last-minute item
by-item checkout of the rocket. Military 
vehicles must operate from places dictated 
by military needs, not from a limited num
ber of well-established launch pads at Cape 
Canaveral and other research centers. They 
must be able to return to base and fly an
other day, since military operations are likely 
to be repetitive, and the cost of launching 
one-shot vehicles would be unbearable. 

There is another decisive difference. A 
military operation-in tanks, subs, planes or 
space vehicles-is not just a matter of hav
ing the right hardware. The best hardware 
is useless in war without crews trained for 
their mission, a well-oiled maintenance and 
supply system and an operational doctrine 
worked out not simply in a "think factory" 
but through field trials, the field in this case 
being space. 

It takes time to build a ready-to-go mili
tary capability. Right now it may look as 
though earth-based systems constitute a force 
adequate to deter any strategic attack. But 
technology is advancing so swiftly it is pos
sible that scientists might at any moment 
accomplish another "breakthrough" as sig
nificant as the perfection of the H-bomb. 
If they do, the capability to conduct mili
tary operations in space may suddenly be
come decisive. 

The same objections hold, only more 
firmly, for the contention that the United 
States can take out adequate space insur
ance by developing a storehouse of "build
ing blocks." The Titan III workhorse rocket 
booster; various infrared, optical and other 
app·aratus for detecting what is aboard other 
nations' satellites; and an exotic line of 
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winged space vehicles. are examples of "buil<l
ing blocks" now being . worked on. The 
theory is that if a Soviet space threat did be
come evident, the blocks could be. pulled off 
the shelves and a military space force put 
together in short order. But what about 
mission training, supply and operational doc
trine? There are months, more likely years, 
between the production of m111tary equip
ment and the ability to use that equipment 
in an efficient way, particularly in a forbid
ding new environment. 

There have been recent signs that highly 
placed o11icials are beginning to recognize 
the reality of the Soviet space threat. But 
in the past there have been similar ripples 
of interest that soon dissipated. Whatever 
new interest there is has not yet been trans
lateQ.into specific new space programs. Nor 
is there anything like adequate funding in 
the proposed space budget for the fiscal year 
starting July 1. I would like to see the De
fense Department come to the Congress with 
a program calling for: 

First. Speedy development of orbiting ve
hicles able to rendezvous with, inspect and, 
if necessary, disable potentially hostile space
craft. 

Second. An early opportunity for the Air 
Force to conduct complete space missions 
on its own so as to acquire vital across-the
board experience in space operations. The 
best course is for the Air Force to be author
ized, as agent of the Defense Department, to 
orbit its own versions of the wingless, bal
listic, two-man Gemini capsules NASA is 
building as a step in its man-on-the-moon 
program. 

Third. NASA-Defense Department joint 
planning for development of an orbiting space 
station large enough for 20 to 30 crewmen. 
Provision would be made for crews to rotate 
ever~ 2 to 4 weeks through use of space 
taxis. The permanent space station could 
serve as a command pOst for controlling 
space interceptors, orbital ·antimisslle sys
tems and other components of a military 
space force. Eventually we might want to 
orbit strategic space stations able to carry 
heavy payloads. When it becomes possible to 
deploy as many as 100 weapons, or several 
. hundred, on a single space platform, the 
space bomber might for the first time be-
Qome economically competitive with earth
based strategic systems. 
· (4) Stepped-up work on rocket boosters 
that could be recovered after· launch and 
used again. An alternative is the ambitious 
concept of an "aerospace" plane that could 
takeoff conventionally from a runway, propel 
itself into orbit and eventually return to 
the takeoff runway. 

TOO MUCH BUCK ROGERS? 
· The above · proposals, prior to Sputnik I, 

would have sounded like the notions of 
someone who had read too much Buck 
Rogers. So much has happened since Sput
nik I, however, that they should sound now 
like simple prudence for any nation intent 
on preserving its security. 

They should. But will they? There are 
well-meaning scientists, some in high places, 
who doubt that space-based weapons could 
accomplish anything not better accomplished 
from nearer the earth. History indicates 
.they are wrong, that they underestimate the 
speed of advancing technology. In any case, 
we cannot afford to gamble. I! we dismiss 
the military potential in space, we may be 
startled one day-like the day Sputnik I 
was orbited-to discover, from the accom
plishments of potential enemies, how wrong 
we have been: · And by then, because tech
nology ls advancing 1n ever longer quantum 
Ju~pe. it_ may be too late_ to do anything 
about it. 

B·erlin: . A New Approach 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
01' 

HON. FRANK CHURCH 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE SENATE OF ~ UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, June 19, 1963 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, my 
friend and colleague, the junior Senator 
from Rhode Island, recently delivered in 
the Senate an eloquent and perceptive 
address devoted, in part, to a discussion 
of our tendency to become transfixed in 
"frozen positions" on major questions of 
foreign policy. He called for creative ef
forts to attack old stalemates in new 
and different ways. 

The Nation for June 22 carries a fine 
article by Senator PELL, summarizing his 
own suggestion for a new approach to 
the Berlin problem. It is a splendid 
example of fresh thinking, tightly rea
soned and cogently presented. I a.sk 
unanimous consent that the article may 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BERLIN: A NEW APPROACH 
(By Senator CLAIBORNE PELL, Of Rhode 

Island) 
(NoTE.-CLAIBORNE PELL, Democrat, of 

Rhode Island, was elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1960 by the largest plurality in the history 
of his Sta';e.) 

Of the many centers of international crisis 
today, none is more potentially dangerous 
nor has festered longer than the situation in 
Berlin. For 18 years we have been confront
ing this problem, which has been sometimes 
deceptively quiescent, sometimes productive 
of violent localized struggle and loss of life, 
more often verging on eruption into confiict 
which could engulf us all. We have wit
nessed policies of "brinkmanship" and the 
maneuvering of armed forces into positions 
from whieh withdrawal is increasingly haz
ardous. We have gained at best a form of 
status quo-made, however, lesS favorable 
to our own national interests, to the inter
ests of the German people and, indeed, o.f 
all who desire freedom everywhere by the 
construction of the Berlin wan. 

In my opinion, we have for too long pro
:rnoted expedients rather than a basic reso
lution for the problem. We need a fresh 
approach, and we need to take the initiative 
in this respect--before we are compelled 
once again to counter Communist-motivated 
action. 

Recent diplomatic exchanges have pro
duced nothing to encourage great optimism. 
Nevertheless, it would seem that the Com
munist armor is not as solid as it once ap
peared. Moscow and Peking are scarcely 
in total harmony. Premier Khrushchev has 
expressed a wish to negotiate, perhaps be
cause all is not well Within the monolithic 
structure of communism, perhaps because of 
his clumsy failure in Cuba to change the nu
clear balance of power, perhaps because the 
threat of nuclear holocaust makes him realize 
that he has more to gain through peace. 
We should not place undue emphasis on 
any of these aspects; but the fact is that 
negotiations are possible. We should, there
fore, come to the conference table well pre
pared. 

What are the goals we shoUld espouse for 
.an honorable -settlement vis-a-vis Berlin? 

We are pledged to preserve the liberty and the 
economic viability of the western part of 
the city, and we are committed to defend our 
right to maintain an appropriate garrison 
there. But there is one more goal for which 
we ought to strive: Guarcanteed land access 
to the city itself. 

At the conclusion of World War II, before 
hostilities between East and West became 
manifest, we did not insist on specific land 
-access to Berlin. Instead, we preferred to 
have rights of general access. These were 
never formalized by treaty, and they have 
grown into a source of dispute which goes 
to the very root of the Berlin problem. 
Furthermore, West German travel to the 
city is subject to the whim of East German 
authorities; constant turmoil and confusion 
are the result. Thus, explicit land access 
to Berlin, through 110 miles of East German 
territory, is essential to the agreement we 
should now seek to reach. 

I believe that the Berlin-to-Helmstedt 
highway is ideally suited to this purpose. 
There would be virtually no interference 
with the economic life of East Germany; the 
highway is equipped with 79 overpasses and 
65 underpasses, which traverse without ob
struction not only other thoroughfares, but 
the 21 railroads in the area. The highway 
could be internationalized, as President 
Kennedy has suggested; but, i:n any case, 
it must be defined by irrevocable guarantee. 

Are the policies we have so far been pur
suing geared to a formalizing of such an 
agreement? Since World War II we have 
championed the cause of a unified Germany. 
Is this stipulation-here and now-realistic? 
Or does it lead to irresolvable stalemate? 
Let us examine the situation more closely. 

At present in Berlin two armed camps face 
each other across a monstrously inhuman 
barrier made of stone and barbed wire. The 
slightest jar on one side sets off a similar 
seismic rumble on the other. The Russians 
create an incident; we maneuver con
spicuously a squadron of tanks--and mean
while, East Berliners cannot cross to West 
Berlin, even to attend burials; only the cof
fin with its dead body is permitted through 
the wall. There is inordinate suffering; and 
times of crisis, though they may pass With
out catastrophe, leave tensions higher than 
before. If we in the free world, as mem
bers of the NATO alliance, allo'\10' this process 
to continue, surely there must come a day 
of reckoning. 

How can we ease these tensions without 
jeopardizing the pledges we have made and 
which, at all costs, we must keep? 

Our current policies provide no answer. 
Since 1954 we have encouraged and assisted 
Western Germany to build up its mllitary 
might. Western Germany can now boast the 
most powerful non-Soviet ground force in 
Europe: an Army of 11 divisions and 253,000 
men; a Navy of 177 ships and 28,000 men; 
an Air Force numbering 90,000. East Ger
many, in turn, has raised an Army of ap
proximately 200,000, with a 14,000-man Navy 
and an Air Force of 10,000. These two es
tablishments are, of course, the antithesis of 
the West's original 1946 concept -of a uni
fied Germany, stripped of its military po
tential and in a world at peace. 

Times and circumstances ·obviously have 
changed; yet we persist in maintaining at
titudes and frames of reference which look 
backward instead of ahead. It is high time 
we face the facts as they exist in 1963. 

It seems inconceivable to me that either 
the United States or the Soviet Union, the 
Western Alliance or the Eastern Bloc, wm 
agree on a disarmed, neutral Germany in 
the immediate- future. The NATO nations 
certainly would not want Western Germany, 
the bulwark of their land forces, to with
-draw its troops from their command. Nor 
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will the Warsaw Pact Communist nations 
permit East Germany with its military re
sources to withdraw from the Communist 
orbit. Let us acknowledge these facts. The 
mere acknowledgment allows us to proceed 
to a new, present-day evaluation of the Ger
man situation. 

To achieve a formal, ironclad guarantee 
from the Communists on our rights of land 
access to Berlin, certainly we can afford to 
acknowledge the continuing existence of the 
two German governments and agree, more
over, on the Oder-Neisse line as the East 
German-Polish border. Such an agreement 
would in no way infringe on our commit
ments for preserving West German freedom
and the Communists would not nave gained 
control over a single human being or . a 
single square inch of territory not already 
under their rule. By consistently refusing 
to deal with the de facto East German gov
ernment, we strengthen the Soviet hand, 
rather than-as we would prefer to think
enfeeble it. We simply augment the stale
mate. 

But if we accept reality, not only do we 
open the door for a conclusive accord, but 
we would be nurturing an environmen,t 
which could ultimately and successfully 
undermine the Communist satellite regimes. 
Poland is the leading industrial satellite na
tion in the Soviet European empire. Its 
estimated gross national product of $21.5 
billion tops by $2 billion the GNP of East 
Germany. Only the Communist countries 
formally recognize the 283-mile, Polish Oder
Neisse frontier. If the West recognized this 
boundary as well, one of the chief bonds 
tying Poland to Russia would be severed; 
and the fundamental anti-Russian feelings 
of the Polish people, who inhabit the Oder
Neisse territories to the virtual exclusion of 
all other nationalities, would be given stimu
lating impetus. A spirit of unrest, of rebel
lion, is latent in all satellite countries. It 
cannot grow contagiously, however, while it 
is enclosed in the vise of unmoving policies. 

I believe that the agreement I suggest 
would have immense, long-term benefits. To 
begin with, by seizing the initiative in the 
easement of tensions, we could concentrate 
more vigorously on the relaxation of the 
Communist controls at the Berlin wall itself. 
Amelioration of these conditions is of prime 
concern to Berliners, both East and West. 

We could follow through with other meth
ods of tension reduction. It would be pos
sible to work out a revised status-of-forces in 
West Berlin, whereunder American, British 
and French forces would be garrisoned in 
West Berlin at the invitation of the West 
Berlin government. In turn, this would 
strengthen the position of Mayor Willy 
Brandt. 

We could initiate steps with the Commu
nists for a mutual slackening off of propa
ganda and intelligence operations and, in 
keeping With efforts presently being made by 
the West German government, trade could 
be normalized between West and East Ger
many and between West Germany and other 
nations-Poland, czechoslovakia, and Hun
gary-behind the curtain. In actuality, 
trade between East and West Germany today 
amounts to almost half a billion dollars an
nually; but it is hampered by lack of 
legitimization. It is well known that com
munism feeds on areas where poverty and 
low standards · of living prevail. Prosperity 
has never been a Communist ally in the 
lands the Kremlin dominates; nor do we find 
in these lands the higher living standards 
which prosperous trade relations engender. 

It has been suggested that the United Na
tions headquf!rlers ~ moved to Berlin. To 
me this particular step appears somewhat 
extreme, and I would question its prac
ticability. However, I see no reason why the 

European headquatters of the U.N. presently 
at the Palais des Nations in Geneva, and the 
United Nations Educational, SCientific and 
Cultural Organization, presently in Paris, 
should not be shifted to Berlin. I would 
prefer to see them in East Berlin, where their 
salutary effect, l feel, would be most pro
ductive; but no matter in what part of the 
city they were based, these two bodies would 
help ease political temperatures. 

As tensions are reduced, so also would be 
reduced our current adverse balance-of-pay
ments position. We are now spending more 
than $50 billion a year for national defense 
and support~ng more than 400,000 men in Eu
rope. No other NATO member makes a com
parable outlay; no other has a longer draft 
period than our own. Yet our NATO allies 
are today enjoying a ·$4 billion-plus trade in 

· consumer, nonstrategic goods with the So
viet bloc. In an environment where some 
military relaxation could be implemented, 
wouldn't it be possible for us to share in an 
expansion of peaceful and profitable trade? 

We must face other realities, however, be
fore considering a more serene future. Un
fashionable as it may be to mention, the 
prospect of a rearmed and reunified Ger
many looms with a dark foreboding over a 
great many European minds. Not easy to for
get is the fact that Germany has engaged in 
three aggressive wars in the past hundred 
years. The memory bolsters today's general 
acceptance of the premise that Germany 
should not be equipped With nuclear weap
ons; and it gives emphasis to our own point 
of view that the proliferation of these weap
ons should be prevented. On this most im
portant single policy, for once, we and the 
Soviets agree. From a long-term viewpoint, 
though, no one nation can or should be sin
gled out in this connection, no matter what 
her history or whether she has been vic
torious in a war or defeated. 

For Eastern Europeans, the specter of a 
rearmed Germany has more alarming con
notations. Communist authorities and satel
lite leaders exploit this apprehension, which 
is none the less genuine. Eastern Europe's 
fears are deeply rooted, stemming not only 
from brutalities suffered during World War 
II, but from centuries of earlier German at
tacks and occupation. We must not ignore 
the fact that a great majority of Eastern 
Europeans fear the Germans even more than 
they do the Russians. 

The Poles, remembering all too vividly 
German conquest and subjugation, listen 

.most uneasily when the usually reasonable 
Dr. Adenauer says that "the Oder-Neisse line 
is not Germany's frontier," and they are 
placed in the ironic position of having to 
choose the Russians as their defenders. A 
much more strident neo-Nazi West German 
minority calls for regaining the Sudetenland 
in Czechoslovakia. Surely, if a rearmed 
Germany should ever move eastward again, 
we would witness once more a European 
inferno. 

Europeans also remember that twice within 
the past half-century Germany's future abil
ity · to wage war has been strengthened by 
arrangements and understandings reached 
with Russian rulers. Both the Rapallo 
Agreement in 1922 and the Ribbentrop 
Agreement in 1939 were calculated to allow 
Germany to concentrate its efforts against 
the West. 

For these reasons alone, practical as well as 
psychological, I submit that a rearmed, re
unified Germany is not necessarily the best 
bulwark against the Soviets. 

Many intelligent and moderate Germans 
are today fully aware of the dangers in
herent in militant reunification. As long ago 
as 1959, the German Social Democrats ad
vanced the Deutschland Plan, accepting the 
Oder-Nelsse frontier. Klaus von Bismarck 

grandson of the almost legendary old "Iron 
Chancellor" and now Director of the North 
Rhine-Westphalia radio network, recently 
added his support to this concept and sug
gested that, in accord With the current 
thinking in West Berlin, priority be given to 
the bettering of East German conditions. 
President Charles de Gaulle, whose opinions 
are frequently controversial, but whom we 
should seek to understand as basically a 
European realist, accepts the Oder-Neisse 
frontier as valid. 

Our diplomatic tasks have never been 
more complex. The maintenance of a 
strong, coordinated Western alliance, with · 
all parties in harmony, · requires in itself 
exceptional energies. We must never for 
a moment forget, however, that the Com
munists are our chief enemy and that we 
are their number one target. And in this 
respect I firmly believe that a policy of 
total inflexibility is purposeless. 

It seems obvious to me that a reunified, 
rearmed Germany-even if it were desir
able-is not to be achieved by any means 
short of violent upheaval which even the 
most sanguinary among us strenuously wish 
to avoid. By gaining what we lack-guaran
teed land access to the island of freedom 
which Berlin has come to be-in exchange 
for recognition of the de facto East German 
regime, we would be taking a long stride 
toward ending the cold war. 

In effect, we would be exchanging hope 
for hopelessness--and we would be fostering 
those very conditions which, in my opinion, 
can alone lead to the ultimate goal we have 
traditionally championed: A unified, un
armed Germany in a peaceful community 
of nations. Two armed camps cannot in 
this case be forged into one. Patently, the 
Russians will never make this concession; 
but two armed camps, clearly and objec
tively acknowledged as such, can eventually 
be disarmed. There is the hope. 

We must assume that the Soviet Union, 
confronted with its own internal and ex
ternal anxieties and problems, is willing for 
an abatement of tensions. After all, the 
Russians, too, are realists. Let us, there
fore, take the initiative in Berlin. For the 
first time in many years, we would have 
much to gain in this vital area, and nothing 
that is fundamental to our honor to lose. 

Fifth Texas District Questionnaire 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BRUCE ALGER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 19, 1963 

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks in the REc
ORD I would like to include the results 
of the annual questionnaire sent to the 
people of the Fifth District of Texas. 

I am always more than gratified at the 
excellent response to this questionnaire 
by the people of Dallas County. The 
return is usually between 10 and 12 per
cent and this year was no exception 
with an approximately 10-percent return. 
With a wide cross section of the district 
represented in the answers received, I 
can report the people of my district still 
support constitutional-limited govern
ment and would rather depend on local 
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·and individual initiative in the fields of 
human endeavor instead of looking to 
the· Federal Government to solve ·each 
and every problem. 

c ., 

FOREIGN AFFAffiB 

1. Do you approve or" the current U.S. policy with regard 
to-

I ·would like to thank the people of 
Dallas County for their cooperation in 
helping me to be_ a be~~r ~presentative 
in · Congress by sharilig with me th~ir 

Yes 

Percent 

No No 
opinion 

~ ~i~~~~i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
2. Do you favor continuance of our foreign aid program at 

1ts present $4,000,000,000 annual rate? __ ________ ______ _ _ 

SOCIAL 

1. Do you favor medica. care for the aged by-
(a) Increasing social security taxes to finance such 

care?------------------------------------ "------
(b) Expanding the present Federal-State (Kerr-Mills) 

legislation? ____ ---_-- ___ ----------- _________ ---
(c) Promoting a low-cost Blue Cross type plan 

whereby the Federal Government would as
sume full financial responsibility only for per
sons below a certain income level?-------------

(d) Or do you favor pr.vate, voluntary medical plans 
with no Federal participation?-----------------

2. Do you favor a proposed Federal bill to authorize a 3-
year matching grant program costing $500,000,000 to 
help local communities solve their urban mas, trans
portation problem rerailroad and bus transportation? __ 

3. Do you favor the establishment of a federally financed 
Youth Conservation Corps to provide outdoor em
ployment for young men, as a means of alleviating un-employment in this age group? _______________________ _ 

4. Do you favor the establishment of a Domestic Peace 
Corps?------------------------------------------------

5. Do you approve the creation of a Department of U,rban 
A1fairs at the Cabinet level to handle housing and other 
predominantly city problems?---- ----------- ----------

EDUCATION 

1 Should the Federal Government provide-
. (a) Tax allowances for parents paying the expenses 

of children in college?------------------ -------
(b) Tax allowances for students working their way 

through college?_-----------------------------
. (c) Or should all Federal influence be removed and 

individuals determine and pay for college edu-
cations for themselves or their children? _____ --

2 Should Federal Government funds for college student 
' loans and scholarships be-

~~ ~;~:~<IJi~===================-================== (c) Kept at existing levels?--------------------------
(d) Eliminated?_-----------------------------------_ 

3 For construction purposes should the Federal Govern-

. m(~)t ~~'it~?~~~~~~-e_s_~-~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~=-----------
(b) Outright grants?--------------------------------
(c) Combination of both?---------------------------

4 Do you favor a proposal of grants amounting to some 
• $75,000,000 for construction of teaching facilities for 

medical, dental, and public health schools? ___________ _ 
li. Do you favor Federal financial grants for assistance to 

elementary and secondary schools for-
(a) School construction?----------- ------------------
(b) Teachers' salaries? ___ -------------------- --------

Government Lotteries of Greece, Cyprus, 
Malta, and Turkey 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PAUL A.. FINO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 19, 1963 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, among the 
77 foreign countries throughout the 
wor~d, Greece, Cyprus, Malta, and TUr
key are 4 nations which operate govern
ment-run lotteries because they recog
nize the merit in regulation and control 
of the normal human urge to gamble 

and the tremendous benefits that result 
from such activity. 

Greece is a small nation and one not 
overly blessed with natural resources. 
The Greeks work hard to earn their 
money and they, too, know a good reve
nue device when they see one. In 1962, 
the gross income of the two state lot
teries came to almpst $18 million. The 
government retained almost $4 million 
of which two-thirds went to various wel
fare, educational and scientific agencies 
and the balance reverted to the general 
revenue. It might be interesting to point 
out that last year's gross receipts were 
almost $3 million more than the previous 
year. . · 

Cyprus first started .itS lotteries in 1956 
but only three drawings were held . be-

views on the more pertinent issues we 
face. 

The questionnaire and the results 
follow: 

Percent 

Yes No No 
opinion 

94 3 3 

3 94 

6 

80 

li6 
46 

84 

12 

26 
29 

10 

8 

12 
25 

25 
12 

61 
74 

14 
14 

62 30 8 

.62 32 6 

61 32 

54 

85 

35 

9 

11 

6 

16 26 

56 38 6 

94 5 

2 97 

fore its independence in 1957. It started 
again in 1961. The gross receipts from 
running this government lottery 
amounted to almost $2 million in 1962. 
The net profit to the government came 
to almost $900,000. The funds are in
tended for development. 

Malta has a government-run lottery 
which has only been in operation a short 
time but it has well proven its worth. 
In 1962, it took in over $1,317,000. The 
total annual net income to the govern
ment came to almost $200,000 which was 
applied to the general revenue funds of 
the Maltese Government. 

Turkey has found the concept of a na
tionallottery .a happy and profitable de
vice. Last year, the gross annual re
ceipts came to almost $9 million. This 
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represents a gain from the previous year. 
The net income to the government, after 
prizes and expenses, amounted to almost 
$4 million. These lottery revenues were 
transferred to the treasury without be
ing specifically earmarked. 

Mr. Speaker, if these small countries 
can operate successful national lotteries, 
why cannot the United States also do so? 

Here in America, where more money is 
gambled than in any other country in 
the world, we refuse to admit to reality, 
and as a consequence, billions of gam
bling dollars flow each year into the 
treasuries of the crime empires. 

When, Mr. Speaker, will we wake up? 
When will we allow gambling dollars to 
work for the public good rather than 
against it? 

How long must the hard-pressed tax
payers of America wait for financial and 
sociological reality to prevail over en
trenched hypocrisy? 

A national lottery in the United States 
can easily pump into our treasury over 
$10 billion a year in additional revenue 
which can be used to bring tax relief to 
our wage earners and start reducing our 
national debt. 
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